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FOUR PER CENT. DEBENTURES. 
BRITISH & AMERICAN MORTGAGE CO. Lp. 


CAPITAL, £1,5€0,000. Subscribed, £700,000 ; Paid-up, £220,000 ; Uncalled, £480,000. 


The Right Hon. Hven Cvzrmc EARDLEY CHILDERS, M.P., F.R.8. 
The Right Hon, GEorGE JOHN SHAW-LEFEVRE, M.P, 
HoME DIRECTORS. 
Joun CROFT DEVERELL, Esq., 9, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn. 
WALTER RANDOLPH FARQUHAR, Esq.. Banker, 16, St. James’-street. 
BEAUMONT WILLIAM LUBBOCK, Esq. Banker, 15. Lombard-street. 
Sir CHARLES NICHOLSON, Bart., D.C.L., LL.D., The Grange, Tottcridge. 
GEORGE BABINGTON PARKER, Esq., 13, Victoria-street, Westminster. 
WILLIAM HENRY STONE, Esy., Lea-park, Godalming. 
BANKERS { Messrs, RoBARTs, LUBBOCK, & Co., 15, Lombard-street, E.C. 
ANKERS | Messrs, HERRIES, FARQUHAR, & Co., 16, St, James’-street, 8.W. 
The Directors issue Debentures for 3, 5,7, or 10 years. bearing 4 per cent. in- 
terest, payable half-yearly by coupons, secured by the Company’s Mortgages, 
which are made with a margin of from one-half to two-thirds of the value of the 
property, together with the uncalled Capital (£489,000), 
By its Articles of Association the Company’s Business is 
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amount of the Subscribed Capital. 

The precautions taken in the selection of Mortgages render these Debentures 
especially suitable for the investment of Trust or,other Funds, they being exempt 
from the fluctuations in value attaching to ordinary Stocks and Shares. 

For prospectuses, application forms, and further information apply to 

Oftices of the Company, 6, Old Jewry, E.C. SAMUEL GILES, Secretary. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir was aArranceD that Court of Appeal No. 1 should not eit 
yesterday (Friday) and to-day. 


Ir is unpExsroop that two of the masters of the Supreme Court 
have sent in their resignations, but we are not aware that they 
have been accepted. 


We recrer to learn that Mr. Registrar Kor is again, in con- 
sequence of illness, obliged to obtain leave of absence from his 
duties. Mr. Cuartrs Farmer has been appointed to act for him 
during his absence. 





Tuere Is @ good deal of dissatisfaction arising from the delay 
in the hearing of witness actions before Mr. Justice Norrm and 
Mr. Justice Srintinc. These learned judges have not hitherto 
devoted any adequate time to this class of actions, and the trans- 
fers to Mr. Justice Kexrewrcn do not remove from the list the 
earlier actions, which consequently remain untried. Why should 
not Mr. Justice Kay’s example be followed, and all actions, in- 
cluding adjourned summonses, be heard in the order in which 
they are set down? 


Tue pEcision of the Queen’s Bench Divisional Court in Barnard 
Hobson (reported in another column) confirms the decision of 
r. Justice Fieip in chambers in the case of Marples y. Somervail 
Soxicitors’ Jovrnat, 83, 84). 


Vv. 

. 
M 
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siderable uncertainty in obtaining a garnishee order nisi when the 
affidavit in support was founded on ‘‘ information and belief” only 
as to the indebtedness of the garnishee, without stating the source 


| We call attention to this as, | 
notwithstanding the last-mentioned decision, there has been con- | 
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from which the information and belief were obtained. When, as 
was often the case, the knowledge had been obtained in a private 
or confidential manner, it was impossible, or at least most em- 
barrassing, to disclose its source. 





We onserve that in one of the County Council applications last 
week Mr. Baron Hupprrsron is reported to have said, ‘ You 
have it from one of the highest legal authorities in the kingdom 
that the Act was puzzling to him, and how much more, therefore, 
to a mere country solicitor.” A mere country solicitor! Does 
the learned judge, may we ask, know much of country 
solicitors? We do; and we ssy without hesitation that we could 
| name dozens of ‘‘mere country solicitors’? whose knowledge of 
law and skill in the interpretation of Acts of Parliament would 
do no discredit to the ‘‘ highest legal authorities.” Would it not 
be desirable that learned judges, before expressing such sublime 
| contempt for the legal attainments of country solicitors, should 
| take an opportunity of becoming personally acquainted with the 
nature of the duties they have to perform? Perhaps Mr. Extert, 
for instance, or Mr. Gray Hirt, of Liverpool, could accommodate 
Mr. Baron Hvuppieston with a chair in his office for a few days 
| during the Long Vacation. 





| Some WEEKS ago (ante, p. 102) section 65 of the County Courts 
| Act, 1888, which gives the High Court power to order any action 


in any court in which the action might have been commenced, or in 
any court convenient thereto,” was the subject of comment in 


36 | these columns, and a doubt was then expressed whether an action 


of contract, incapable of being ‘‘ commenced’ in the county court by 
reason of the claim exceeding £50, could be remitted thereto under 
the above section. This doubt has now been solved by the Court 
of Appeal in the case of Curtis vy. Stovin, which was heard on the 
Ist inst. It was there held that the words ‘to be tried in any 
court in which the action might have been commenced,” which 
occur in the above section, must be taken to mean “in any court 
in which the action, if it had been a county court action, might 
have been commenced.” This construction, which, as pointed out 
by Bowen, L J., isin harmony with the canon of construction ut 
res magis valeat quam pereat, accords with what we ventured to 
| predict would be the decision of the court upon the meaning of 
| section 65, and gives effect to the evident intention of the Legisla- 
'ture. At the same time, to quote the judgment of Lord Esuer, 
M.R., “the clause was badly, even scandalously, drawn, and the 
court might say that what they were doing was interpreting the 
section, though probably some people would call it by another 
name.” 








WE pvsiisi in another column the rules under the Solicitors 
Act, 1888, which have been made by the Master of the Rolls, 
with the concurrence of the Lord Chancellor and the Lord Chief 
Justice. As we have already stated, all applications against 
solicitors for misconduct must now be made to the committee of 
the Council of the Incorporated Law Society appointed under the 
Act. The rules provide that the applicant must make an affidavit 
setting forth the matters of fact on which he bases his application, 
| but it would appear that it will not be necessary for the solicitor 
|complained of to make an affidavit in reply. Under the old 
| practice this was essential, and, in our opinion, this practice 
| might safely have been followed by the committee as the simplest 
_and least expensive method of arriving at the issues between the 
‘parties. Again, under the rules, the parties to an application are 
| bound to supply each other with a list of the documents they 
| respectively propose to put in; and as we assume that these docu- 
| ments will have to be verified, the better course would have been 
| to make them exhibits to the affidavit in support of the application 
‘and that in reply. The old practice of the applicant giving the 
| solicitor notice of an intended application will not be followed. 
That will now be done by the registrar. It seems to us that the 
| solicitor ought to have the earlicst possible notice of any pro- 
| ceeding affecting his character, and that therefore the complainant 
should, simultaneously with his lodging his application to the 
Incorporated Law Society, give the solicitor notice to that, effect. 
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The rules provide for the payment of the costs of a solicitor to 
represent the applicant, but they do not contain any provision to 
the «ffect that if a solicitor is wrongfully charged the expense to 
which he has been put in clearing his character may be paid by 
the society. We believe that one of the main objects of the 
society is the protection of the interests of solicitors, and nothing 
can be of greater interest to a solicitor than his good name. It 
appears to us that if complainants are assisted in punishing 
solicitors who deserve it, solicitors who are injured by having 
unfounded complaints brought against them ought to be paid their 
costs by the society if the complainants are not able (and they seldom 
are able) to pay them. One of the rules having regard to an 
application by a solicitor to strike his own name off the roll is a very 
salutary ore. lt provides that the committee may require him to 
give notice by advertisement. It is a well-known fact that many 
solicitors have had their names struck off the rolls at their own 
request in order to evade an application to the court for that 
purpose on a hostile motion, and have thus defeated proceedings 
against them. If notice by advertisement in some local news- 
paper be insisted on, the chance of such a thing occurring again 
will be considerably diminished. It is provided by the rules that 
the committee may sit in two divisions. This contingency does 
not appear to have been contemplated in the Act, and we have 
some doubt as to whether the rule relating to this matter is not 
ultra vires. Having regard, however, to the fact that only about 
twenty cases in the year were, under the old system, brought to 
the notice of the court, the necessity for adopting the plan of 
dividing the committee into two divisions is not likely to arise. 


THE APPROACHING TRIAL of the Bishop of Lincoxn seems to revive 
a jurisdiction which has not been exercised since the case of Lucy 
v. Dr. Watson, Bishop of St. David’s (14 State Trials, 447), in 
1696. Formerly the Court of Audience was held in the arch- 
bishop’s palace, for the consideration of a)l matters which he chose 
to reserve for his special hearing. Then, as an ordinary court, it 


was transferred to St. Paul’s, and such jurisdiction as it had was | 


exercised by a judge called the Master Official of the Audience. 
The office, however, has long been united with, or, rather, absorbed 
in, that of the Dean of Arches, and the jurisdiction would seem to 
have been transferred to his court. But, of course, in cases which 
really demand the personal hearing of the archbishop, it is still 


possible for him to hold a Court of Audience, and amongst there | 


are such as relate to the deposing of bishops (Phil. Eccl. Law, II. 
1204). The whole question of jurisdiction was minutely argued 
in the case above referred to. One Lucy had promoted a suit 
before Archbishop Tennison against the Bishop of Sr. Davin’s for 
simony and other offences. The archbishop, calling to his assist- 
ance six other bishops, summoned the accused to appear before him 
at Lambeth, and thereupon an application was made to the King’s 
Bench for a prohibition to stop the proceedings. For the Bisho 
of St. Davin’s it was urged that the archbishop could not hold a 
court where he chose, but that the citation should be to the Court 
of Arches or come other properly-constituted court ; and, moreover 
that divers of the charges against him were matters for cognizance 
in the temporal courts. But, on the first point, the court held 
that the Archbishop of Canrersuny has, without doubt, juris- 
diction over all his suffragan bishops. and may exercise it in what 
place of the province it shall please him; and the general answer 
to most of the questions raised on the second point was, that in all 
matters relating to the office and duty of a bishop the spiritual 
court might proceed against him to deprive him, though if these 
amounted to temporal offences also it could not further inflict 
temporal punishments on that account. Accordingly, the trial 
before the Archbishop went on, and after sundry further pro- 
ceedings designed to delay the final catastrophe, the bishop was 
deposed. The law as laid down by this case, therefore, is 
perfectly clear, and though it is somewhat musty, yet the Privy 
Council have decided that it still exists. Whether the Archbishop 
will in any event be able to bring himself to pronounce the 
extreme sentence may be doubted, but we trust he will not have 
to excommunicate the Bishop of Lincorn for non-payment of 
costs. This was the next step that followed in the Bishop of 
Sr. Davin’s case. 


Tux case of Colson v. Williams, decided by Mr. Justice KExkeEwicu, 


is an interesting example of how a mortgagee’s power of sale may 
be exercised, though it does not appear as though there could be 
any doubt in the matter under the circumstances of the particular 
case. An estate in mortgage was put up to auction by the direction 
of the mortgagees, and a reserve price of £9,500 was placed upon 
it. The only result was a bid of £4,000. Subsequently an 
arrangement was made for a sale by private treaty at £8,500, but 
before a binding contract was concluded a request from another 
person was received that he might have the refusal of the estate for 
a week at £9,500. To this, however, the mortgagees paid no 
attention, and completed the contract for the sale at the lower 
figure. Considering that it is now well settled (Warner v. Jacob, 
20 Ch. D. 220) that a mortgagee is not a trustee of the power of 
sale for the mortgagor, but is entitled to use it primarily as a means 
of satisfying his debt, it seems that they were well within their right. 
The result of the auction shewed that the property was not easy to 
sell, and when a certain purchaser at a fair figure can be found 
there is certainly no reason why a mortgagee should risk losing 
him on the chance of securing a better price, however the owner 
| himself might be disposed to act under the circumstances. But 
| though the case may be in itself clear, it emphasizes the fact that, 
| provided a mortgagee exercises his power of sale bond fide — and 
this of course implies a certain consideration for the interests of the 
mortgagor—the court will not too narrowly scrutinize the method 


in which he does it. 








HoweVeR INTERESTING and diverting the Zimes reports may 
be as after-dinner reading, it is generally considered that their 
semi-popular character and necessarily hasty production pre- 
clude them from being quoted as authorities. This fact was 
apparently forgotten by the Solicitor-General the other day, 
and his inadvertence led to immediate expostulation from 
‘the bench. Under the circumstances he certainly had some 
}excuse. The matter was one of the County Council election 
| appeals, and it was alleged that a case in point had been decided 
in the Divisional Court only the previous day. In support of 
‘this the current number of the Zimes was handed from the back 
benches; but when it was just on the point of being used by the 
Solicitor-General, Lord Justice Bowen bent forward and, in his 
| blandest manner, suggested that, though Mr. Solicitor was of 
|course the greater authority, it seemed to him ‘‘unusual.” The 
offending sheet was at once withdrawn, and, with a gentle touch 
| of sarcasm, the Lord Justice added that if the court wanted any 
details they would make inquiries in the proper quarter. 











THE COUNTY COURT RULES, 1889. 
Arter a prolonged delay, which, in our opinion, might have been 


P | obviated if only the Rule Committee had been allowed to com- 


mence operations at an earlier date (ante, p. 177), the County 
Court Rules, 1889, have made their appearance. It cannot, with 
accuracy, be stated that the new rules are in all respects satisfac- 
tory, or that they exhibit any very striking improvements upon 
the rules hitherto in force, which they annul and replace. How- 
ever, the Rule Committee, composed as it is of some of our most 
able and experienced county court judges, must be taken to have 
utilized to the best possible advantage the short time at their 
disposal for the revision of the old rules, and the imperfect state 
in which they have at length been obliged to issue the new rules 
to the public must be attributed to causes quite outside and beyond 
their control. 

It is hardly necessary to state that the new rules embody, with 
some few exceptions, the rules hitherto in force—i.e., the County 
Court Rules, 1886. Moreover, they are divided, as were also the 
old rules, into fifty-two orders, and these orders and the rules under 
them observe the same arrangement that prevailed in the previously 
subsisting rules. This may possibly account for the absence of a 
comparative table indicating the orders and rules in force prior to 
the Ist of February, 1889 (the date when the present rules came 
into operation), and containing a reference to the new rules respec- 
tively substituted for each. The absence of such a table is, how- 
ever, matter for regret. 

Though, as just stated, the number of orders into which the new 
rules are divided has not been increased, order 47 and the rules 
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under it are absolutely new. This new order prescribes the prac- 
tice of the county courts in cases under the Guardianship of 
Infants Act, 1886. The old order 47, which consisted of one short 
rule, which provided that ‘all alterations, interlineations, or 
erasures in the certificate or affidavit respectively required for 
the purposes of obtaining the acknowledgment of a married woman 
must be initialled by the registrar, who must also administer the 
oath to the solicitor making the affidavit,” has not been repeated in 
the new rules. 

Apert from the rules (nine in number) just referred to, regu- 
lating the procedure under the Guardianship of Infants Act, 1886, 
the County Court Rules, 1889, do not contain more than about 
fifteen new rules, though, of course, many of the old rules appear 
in an amended shape. 

As it is our intention, at an early date, to discuss these new 
rules, and also the amendments, we will content ourselves for the 
present with stating that the framers of the County Court Rules, 
1889, have altered the previously existing practice as little as 
possible. 








A READING OF THE TRUSTEE ACT, 18838. 
IV. 


Suction 9.—Investments on mortgage of long terms.—In Leigh v. 
Leigh (35 W. R. 121) Mr. Justice Srretine decided that a term 
for raising portions is not ‘‘a real security.” We remarked at 
the time that it was probable that a large number of investments 
on mortgage uf long terms had been made, and it is satisfactory 
to find that by the present section it is expressly provided that 
‘a power to invest trust money in real securities shall authorize, 
and shall be deemed to have always authorized, an investment 
upon mortgage of property held for an unexpired term of not less 
than 200 years, and not subject to any reservation of rent greater 
than one shilling a year, or to any right of redemption, or to any 
condition of re-entry except for non-payment of rent.” 

The provision that the property must be held for “‘ an unexpired 
term of not less than 200 years’’ isan apparently needless variation 
from the more accurate words of section 65 (1) of the Conveyancing 
Act, 1881, ‘‘a residue unexpired of not less than 200 years of a 
term.’’ In cases to which the section applies, the property is not 
in strictness “held” for a “‘term”’ consisting of the unexpired 
residue of another term. 

Does the section apply to a sub-term complying with its re- 
quirements, but created out of a superior term which does not 
comply with its requirements—say as to condition of re-entry ? 
Apparently not, for such sub-term would be ‘subject to” the 
condition of re-entry in the superior lease. 

Section 10.—TZrustees of renewable leaseholds may renew.—This 
section (except a few words at the end) is a reproduction of section 
8 of Lord Cranwortn’s Act (23 & 24 Vict. c. 145), which was 
repealed by the Settled Land Act, s. 64, although it survived 
the Conveyancing Act, 1881. Why this repeal took place we 
have never been able to understand, but here we have the section 
restored, and, instead of being restricted, as in Lord Cranwortn’s 
Act, to persons acting under trust instruments executed after the 
28th of August, 1860 (section 34), it is made applicable to ‘‘ any 
trustee of any leaseholds for lives or years which are renewable 
from time to time,” and, by virtue of section 12, to trusts created 
by any instrument executed before the passing of the Act. 

Secrion 11.—Power to trustee to raise money to meet fine on 
renewal of lease-—This section reproduces generally the pro- 
visions of section 9 of Lord Cranwortn’s Act relating to re- 
newal of leaseholds; but it is to be observed that it does not 
expressly authorize a mortgage containing a power of sale. 

Srcrion 12.—Application of Act.—Sub-section (1).—The Act is 
to apply “‘ to trusts created by instrument executed before ” and ‘‘ to 
trusts created after the passing of the Act.” It does not, there- 
fore, apply to implied or constructive trusts arising before the 24th 
of December, 1888. 

Sub-section (2).—This sub.section enables the settlor or testator 
to exclude the Act by express direction to the contrary of its pro- 
visions. 








An Order in Council has been issued directing that the Winter and 
Summer Assizes for the county of Cardigan shall in future be held at 
Lampeter instead of at Cardigan. 





| THE INTERPRETATION OF THE MARRIED WOMEN’S 


PROPERTY ACT, 1882. 
I, 


THE object of the articles which we propose to publish under the 
above title is to shew the effect of the decisions on the Married 
Women’s Property Act of 1882. We have attempted to collect 
together and to arrange under suitable headings all the cases under 
that Act which have been reported, and also such of the cases decided 
under the Act of 1870 as appear to remain still of practical import- 
ance. In order to keep the length of the articles within reasonable 
bounds, we have refrained from discussing questions which may 
hereafter arise in interpreting the Act of 1882, but it is hoped that 
very few points which have already been the subject of judicial 
decision will be found to have been omitted. It must be borne in 
mind that it is not our intention to give a summary of the law of 
husband and wife, and accordingly little or no reference will be found 
to such subjects as the effect of covenants to settle property in marriage 
settlements, or the effect of restraints on anticipation, except where 
the Act of 1882 has made some difference with regard to their 
interpretation ; neither do we intend to refer to the large branch of 
law relating to the authority of a wife to pledge her husband’s credit, 
which, we presume, remains almost unaffected by the recent legisla-~ 
tion. 
ACQUIRING, HOLDING, aND DISPOSING OF PROPERTY. 

The Married Women’s Property Act, 1870.—The main features 
of the old law which regulated the power of a married woman 
to hold and dispose of property were not materially altered b 
the Married Women’s Property Act (33 & 34 Vict. c. 93), whic 
came in force on the 9th of August, 1870. The chief effect 
of that Act was to make certain additions to what was already 
recognized as the wife’s separate estate. It is desirable to 
refer shortly to its provisions. Section 1 enacted that the wages 
and earnings of any married woman acquired or gained by her 
after the passing of the Act in any employment, occupation, or 
trade in which she is engaged or carries on separately from her 
husband, and any money acquired by her after the passing of the 
Act by the exercise of literary, artistic, or scientific skill, should 
be deemed her own property. Section 2 provided that deposits in 
savings banks and annuities granted by the commissioners for the 
reduction of the National Debt should belong to a married woman 
for her separate use, unless the deposit was made or the annuity paid 
for out of the husband’s money without his consent, and should be 
deemed to be the wife’s separate property. Sections 3, 4, and 5 
enacted that property in the funds, not under £20, might be trans- 
ferred to the separate use of a married woman, and that fully-paid 
up shares or debentures and stock of any joint-stock company to 
the holding of which no liability was attached might be registered 
in the company’s books in the name of a married woman, and be 
deemed her separate property. There was a similar provision with 
respect to a married woman’s property in industrial, provident, 
friendly, building, and loan societies. 

The above provisions applied to women whether married before or 
after the 9th of August, 1870; and it was further enacted, as to those 
married after that date, that they should hold for their separate use 

ersonal property—no matter what the amount: King v. Voss (28 
W. R. 565, 13 Ch. D. 504)—which they might become entitled to as 
next of kin of an intestate, and any sum not exceeding £200 which the 
might become entitled to under any deed or will the provisions of whic 
should not be opposed to those of the Act: section 7. The rents 
and profits of freehold and copyhold property descending upon any 
woman married after the passing of the Act, as heiress or co-heiress 
of an intestate, were declared to belong to her for her separate use 
by the 8th section. It was argued in Johnson v. Johnson (35 W. R. 
329, 35 Ch. D. 345) that, the rents and profits not being expressly 
said to be those arising during the married woman’s lifetime, the 
effect was to enable her to deal with the corpus of the estate as her 
separate property, but this contention was not upheld. 

Provisions were made by the 10th section for a wife to effect a policy 
of assurance on her husband’s life for her separate use; and the 
husband might himself insure his life for the benefit of his wife or his 
wife and children. 

The Married Women’s Property Act, 1882.—It was at one time thought 
that this Act had quite abolished the old doctrine of unity of husband 
and wife, at least as to women married after 1882; but the numerous 
cases which have been decided upon it, and in icular Wennhak v. 
Morgan (36 W. R. 697, 20 Q. B. D. 635), have shewn tbat this is not 
the case, and that the old doctrine still remains of some force, 
although the wife’s powers of dealing with her own property during 
coverture have been very much increased. ; 

Every woman married after the passing of the Act is entitled to 
have and hold as her separate property, without the intervention of 
any trustee, all real and personal property (including choses in action : 
section 24), which shall belong to her at the time of marriage, or 
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shail be acquired by or devolve upon her after marriage, including 
wages and earnings gained or acquired by her in any employment or 
business in which she is engaged, or which she carries on separately 
from her husband, or by the exercise of any literary, artistic, or 
scientific skill (section 2). And she can dispose of such property by 
will or otherwise as if she were a fi e (section 1 (1)). 

In the case of a woman married before the commencement of the 

Act the capacity to acquire, hold, snd dispose of real and personal 
property as a / ’e without the intervention of a trustee, given by 
section 1 (1), is confined, by section 5, to all real and personal property 
including choses in action: section 24) her title to which, whether 
vested or contingent, and whether in possession, reversion, or re- 
mainder, accrues after the commencement of the Act, including gains 
and earnings made separately from her husband as in the case of 
women married after 1882. 

In order to entitle a woman to the earnings of a business carried 
on apart from her husband under section 1 it is not necessary that 
the business should be carried on in a place where the husband is not 
living ; bodily separation was not meant by the Act of 1870, nor is it 
by this Act, it is quite enough if the husband does not assist in the 
business: Luporte v. Cosstich: (28 W. R. 131), Ashworth v. Outram (25 
W. R. 896, 5 Ch. D. 923), Re Dearmer (53 L. T. 905), Lovell v. Newton 
(27 W. R. 366, 4. C. P D. 7) 

Trust erty. —The wo 
just referred to seem wide enough to include trust property, real or 
personal. Married women can contract as to their separate 
property by section 1, and a contract includes the acceptance of a 
trust or of the office of executrix or administratrix {section 24), It 


iv 


seems clear, then, that any woman married after 1882 can now act as | 


executrix, administratrix, or trustee, without the 
husband, and can deal with the trust property, of whatever kind, as 


if she were a fee sole, the husband’s concurrence no longer being | 


necessary for any purpose connected with the trust. A woman 
married before 1883 would have similar powers in the case of trusts 
created since 1882, and can also deal as a /eme so’e with trust property 
the title to which she has acquired since 1882. In addition to this, 
section 18 provides that with regard to certain property of which a 
married woman was executrix, administratrix, or trustee at the com- 
mencement of the Act, including stock, shares, and debentures, she 
can act as a fene sole ; but it would seem that the old law still applies 
to property not included in section 18, if it was acquired before 1883, 
and that if it is personal property the husband still has the exclusive 


power of disposing of it, and if real estate it cannot be dealt with by | 


the wife without the husband’s concurrence, unless it is vested in the 
married woman as a bare trustee, within the meaning of the Vendor 
and Purchaser Act, 1874. 

Meaning of Section 5,—There has been an extraordinary difference 
of opinion as to the correct interpretation to be put upon section 5, 
which deals with the property of women married before 1883. Does 
it include property the title to which may accrue either as vested, or 
contingent, or in possession, reversion, or remainder, so that, if any 


one of those kinds of accruer happens after 1882, the woman shall | 


hold the property for her separate use’ It was so interpreted in 
Baynton v. Collins (33 W. R. 41, 27 Ch. D. 604), 77 mMpson V. 
(33 W. R. 688, 29 Ch. D. 177), Re Hughes (Weekly Notes, 1885, p. 62), 
and, in the court of first instance, in Re Dixon (35 W. R. 742, 35 
Ch. D. 4). The contrary vi¢w prevailed in Re 7) 

Re Adames’ Trusts (33 W. R. 834), Re Hobson (34 W. R. 195), and 
finally in [eid v. Reid (34 W. R. 332, 31 Ch D. 402), which is a 
decision of the Court of Appeal, and has been followed by the same 
court in Re Dixon (ubi suprd); so the law may now be taken as 
settled. As stated by Cotton, L.J., in Reid v. Reid :—‘‘ The section 
was intended to be confined to property in which the husband at the 
commencement of the Act had no interest.” The law, then, is that, 


Curzon 


if a title in any of the forms specified in the section accrues before | 
1883 to a woman married before 1883, a subsequent accrual of title to 


the same property in another of the specified forms will not make it 
separate property, unless it would have been so independently of the 
Act altogether. Im short, “the title” is the original title which 
first accrues under the instrument creating the title. 


MINOR LEGISLATION OF THE Y¥EAR. 
Tus Pusiic HEALTu Burtpines in STREETS Act, 1888 
(51 & 52 Vi ee 52), 

The preamble to this Act recites that the provisions of the Public 
Health Act, 1875, with respect to bringing forward buildings in 
streets are defective; the 1st section gives the collective title of 
“Public Health Acts” to the Act of 1875 and its nine amending 
Acts; the 2nd section incorporates the interpretation clause (section 4 


of the Act of 1875, and the 3rd repeals section 156 of the Act of 1875, 
which, enacted that— 


rds of the two sections which we have | 


consent of her | 


ee, 





urban authority, to bring forward any house or building forming part of any 
street or any part thereof beyond the front wall of the house or building on either 
side thereof, nor to build any addition thereto beyond the front of the house or 
building on either side of the same. 

and substitutes the following enactment, in printing which we have 
italicized the innovations :— 

It shall not be lawful in any urban district, without the written consent of the 
urban authority, to erect or bring forward any house or building in any street, or 
any part of such house or building, beyond the front maim wall of the house or 
building on either side thereof in the same street, nor to build any addition to any 
house or building beyond the front main wal! of the house or building on either 
side of the same. 

The penalty of forty shillings a day remains unaltered. The com- 
prehensive definition of ‘‘street”’ in section 4 of the Public Health 
Act, as including “‘ any highway (uot being a turnpike road) and any 
public bridge (not being a county bridge) and any road, lane, foot- 
way, square, court, alley, or passage, whether a thoroughfare or not ” 
should be carefully borne in mind in connection with the subject. 





Sanp GrovsE Protection Act, 1888 (51 & 52 vicT. c. 55), 


This Act merely provides, with the expressed view of acclimatizing 
sand-grouse in the United Kingdom, ‘‘ if possible,” that any person 
who shall, between the Ist of February, 1859, and the Ist of January, 
| 1892, knowingly and with intent ‘kill, wound, or take’ any sand- 
grouse, or offer for sale any sand-grouse killed or taken in the 
United Kingdom, shall, on conviction before justices, forfeit not 
more than one pound for every such bird killed, &c., together with 
the costs of the conviction. In case of a prosecution for offering for 
sale, the burden of proof that the bird was taken in the United 
Kingdom will, it is conceived, lie on the prosecution. There will 
| be no appeal to quarter sessions against a conviction. 








SuFFRAGANS NoMINATION Act, 1888 (51 & 52 VicT. c. 56). 

The Act of Henry the Eighth (26 Hen. 8, c. 14) ‘‘ for nomination 
and consecration of suffragans within this realme,” recites that 
“ suffragans have byn accustomed to be had within this realme for 
the more spedye administracion of the Sacramentes and other good 
holsome. and devout thinges and laudable ceremonyes, to thincrease 
of Goddis honour and for the commodyte of good and devout people,” 
and proceeds to enact that certain towns tgp! (being 
twenty-five in number, and including Thetford, Bridgewater, 
Gloucester, and Dover) ‘‘shall be taken and accepted for sees of 
bishops suffragans to be made in this realme and in Wales.” The 
mode of appointment pee by the Act is that every archbishop 
| and bishop ‘‘ shall and may at their liberties” elect two honest and 
discreet spiritual persons for presentation to the Sovereign, who is to 
appoint one of them bishop suffragan for one of the sees mentioned. 
The present Act empowers the Queen by Order in Council to name 
other towns for sees of bishop suffragans, in addition to the towns 
mentioned in the Act of Henry the Eighth, and also, by writing under 
the Sign Manual, to substitute for the see of any bishop suffragan 
nominated before the passing of the Act any town included in the 
Order in Council. In neither the present Act nor the Act of Henry 
| the Highth is any provision made for the payment of the suffragans, 

but the Act of Henry the Eighth provides that the bishop nominating 
| a suffragan shall bear the expense of his consecration, and that each 
suffragan may have two benefices with cure. 





cher (33 W. R. 932), | 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE LAND CHARGES REGISTRATION AND SEARCHES 
ACT, 1888. 


[Tathe Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—I have just seen a land charge which is said to have been 
registered under this Act. The only token of its having been so 
registered is that the words “Registered under Land Charges 
Registration and Searches Act, 1888,” are written on it. There is no 
signature to these words, nor any official seal or stamp, nor any 
date. For all that appears on the face of the document, the words 
may have been written there by anyone. H they were, in fact, 
written by some official in the Registry Office, it seems to me that the 
practice hitherto followed in the case of documents registered in any 
public office should be continued, and that the indorsement should 
be authenticated by signature or seal ; and I take the opportunity of 
calling the attention of the profession to the matter in the columns of 
your paper, as I apprehend that no prudent professional man dealing 
mg 4 a ate charge would rely on an unauthenticated indorsement of 
the kind. 

I may remark that in another land charge which I have seen, 
which, being under the Improvement of Land Act, 1864, is regis- 
tered under that Act in the same office, the indorsed certificate of 
that registry is verified by signature, the very same charge bearing 
also the uncertified memorandum to which I have referred. 





It shall not be lawful in any urban district, without the written consent of the 





Feb, 5. A Soxiciror. 
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———— 
Re NEWBOULD AND Re PARKER. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—As a subscriber to your journal may I suggest that a state- 
ment of the actual items allowed on taxation in Re Newbould and Re 
Parker (reported by you on December 8) would be in accordance with 
the eminently useful and practical nature of your articles ? 

In the earlier case of Re Faulkner (expressly approved in the House 
of Lords) charges were made for particulars and conditions of sale, 
abstract of title, attendances on auctioneer and at sale, in addition to 
the scale for deducing title, &e. 

Is not preparing an abstract “ deducing title?” Can conditions of 
sale be charged for in addition to the scale under schedule 1, part 
1, for ‘deducing title, &c., including preparation of contract or con- 
ditions of sale (if any)” ? What is work properly done in conducting 
a sale which is not included in the scale charge ? E. T. W. 

Feb. 6. 

[We thank our correspondent for his suggestion, and will endeavour 
at an early date to obtain the information he asks for.—Ep. S. J.] 





THE LAND TRANSFER RULES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


* Sir,—Assuming (1) that in future conveyancing transactions all 
deeds will be unnecessary, and (2) that no penalty attaches to the 
preparation, for reward, of documents for use in the Land Registry by 
persons not solicitors or certificated conveyancers, I should be glad 
to learn what advantage a solicitor who confines his practice to con- 
veyancing business will gain by taking out a certificate. 

Also, whether the following advantages would not follow the 
removal of his name from the roll—viz. :— 

1, He would save the £9 per annum duty which he now pays. 

2. For work done in connection with land transfer he need not 
confine himself to the remuneration prescribed for solicitors, but he 
could charge a guan‘um meruit or by a special agreement not subject 
to revision or restriction under the Solicitors Acts—e.g., on the 
negotiation of a sale he might charge the estate agent’s commission, 
which is considerably above that allowed to solicitors. 

3. He would no longer be an officer of the court, specially subject 
to attack by obiter dictum, x. . m. 

London, Feb. 6. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—The letter from ‘‘ A Solicitor ” in your last issue only shews 
too clearly what I predicted would be the case in a letter which I 
addressed to the Incorporated Law Society in April, 1887, and which 
you published and favourably commented on in your issue of the 
30th of that month. 

The Incorporated Law Society have been very useful this last ses- 
sion of Parliament to the public in promoting the Trustees’ Liability 
and other Bills, but if they would only display the same amount of 
zeal in promoting a Bill which would preclude land agents and auc- 
tioneers from acting in the transfer of land in the Land Registry, and 
secure to solicitors the same rights which are given to them by the 
60th section of the Stamp Act, 1870, in respect of unregistered 
transfers of land, they would, indeed, be doing infinite good for the 
profession, for whose benefit they undoubtedly exist. 

2, Portland-street, Southampton, Feb. 5. R. R, LInTHoRNE. 


REDUCTION OF CAPITAL, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 
Sir,—I observe in your editorial note on G. F. H.’s letter on this 


subject, which appeared in your issue of February 2, you say, ‘‘It | 


remains now to consider whether it is not possible by contract to 
exclude the right to reduce preference shares.” Permit me to point 
out that Mr. Justice North in Ie Barrow Hematite Steel Co. (37 W. R. 
249, 39 Ch, D. 582) has already decided that, though, prima facie, in 
the absence of any agreement to the contrary, preference shares must 
be reduced rateably with the ordinary capital, there is nothing in 
the Companies Acts, 1867, 1877, to compel this to be done, and that, 
by contract, the right may be excluded, 

Also, in the case to which you allude, Re Quebrada Co., Mr. Justice 
North, when that case came again before him (see ante, p, 202), in 


view of the overwhelming majority of ordinary shareholders who | 


assented to the scheme, did sanction a reduction of the ordinary, to 
the exclusion of the preference capital. E. T. B. 








The Inland Revenue Department at Somerset House received, in the 
month of January, £16,337 from the stamp tax on new limited liability 
companies. The number of companies was 193, representing an aggre- 
gate capital of £16,366,950, which is far above the average. 





| NEW ORDERS, &c. 
THE SOLICITORS ACT, 1888, 
RULES, 

By virtue and in pursuance of the Solicitors Act, 1888, and of all 
other powers and authorities enabling me in that behalf, I, the Right 
Honourable William Baliol, Baron Esher, Master of the Rolls, with 
| the concurrence of the Right Honourable Hardinge Stanley, Baron 
| Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, and the Right 
Honourable John Duke, Baron Coleridge, Lord Chief Justice of 
England, do make and publish the following rules for regulating the 
making, hearing, and determining applications to the Committee 
under the Act, and reports by the Committee to the Court under the 
Act, and generally for the purpose of the execution of the provisions 
of the Act. 

Dated this 31st day of January, 1889, 


(Signed) Esner, M.R. 


Hasbury, C. 


CoLERIDGE, C.J. 
PRELIMINARY. 


Jnterpretation.| In these rules the expression ‘‘ the Society” means 
the Incorporated Law Society ; the expression ‘‘ the Registrar ” means 
the Registrar of solicitors; the expression ‘‘ the Committee’? means 
the Committee appointed under the Solicitors Act, 1888; and the 
expression “Chairman” means the person in the chair at any meeting 
of the Committee. 


Part IL—PROCEDURE OF AND REPORTS BY COMMITTEE UNDER 
SoLicirors AcT, 1888, 


1. Application to Committee, how made.] An application to the 
Committee to strike a solicitor off the roll of solicitors, or to require a 
solicitor to answer allegations contained in an affidavit, must be in 
writing under the hand of the applicant, and be sent to the Registrar 
together with an affidavit by the applicant, stating the matters of 
fact on which he relies in support of his application. 

2. Notice to applicant and solicitor of day of hearing.) A copy of the 
application and of the affidavit, together with notics of the day for 
hearing the application, must be sent by the Registrar to the solicitor 
at his last known place of abode or business; and notice of the day 
of hearing must also be given to the applicant. 

3. List of documents to be furnished.] The applicant and the solici- 
tor respectively are to be required by the notices to furnish to the 
Registrar and to each other a list of all documents which they 
respectively propose to put in. Such list must, unless otherwise 
ordered by the Committee, be furnished by the applicant at least 
fourteen days before the day of hearing, and by the solicitor within 
seven days after he has received the list furnished by the applicant. 

4, Copies of documents.| Either party may inspect the documents 
included in the list furnished by the other, and a copy of any docu- 
ment mentioned in the list of either party shall, on the application 
and at the expense of the party requiring it, be furnished to that 
party by the other within three days after receipt of the application. 

5. Apperrance at hearing.) At the hearing of the application by 
the Committee either party may appear in person, or by his counsel 
or solicitor. If the Committee see fit, they may appoint a solicitor 
to represent the applicant, and the cost of such solicitor shall be 
paid out of the funds of the Society. But nothing in these rules 
shall be taken to prevent the Committee from proceeding in the 
absence of either party (although not represented), if, having regard 
to all the circumstances of the case, they are of opinion that such 
absence is the result of gross negligence or of an intention to avoid or 
delay proceedings. 

6. Case of application by solicitor himself.) Where the application 
| is made at the instance of the solicitor himself, the Committee may, 
}if they think fit, require him to give notice, by advertisement or 
| otherwise as they may direct, that he has made such application, and 
of the day appointed for the hearing of the same. 

7. Witnesses.] Witnesses shall be sworn, or their affirmations shall be 
taken, by the Chairman of the Committee ; and witnesses (including 
the parties) shall be subject to examination and cross-examination as 
nearly us may be as if they were witnesses in an ordinary action. 

8. Report of Committee.] After hearing the case, a report of the 
finding of the Committee thereon shall be drawn up, and be signed 
by the Chairman of the Committee, and, except where the application 
is made at the instance of the solicitor himself, shall be tiled at the 
Central Office of the Supreme Court. If the application be made at 
the instance of the solicitor himself, the report shall be made to the 
Master of the Rolls and filed with the Registrar, or in such place as 
the Master of the Rolls shall from time to time direct. 

9, Power of Committee to sit in divisions.) The Committee may at 
any time sit in two divisions, each consisting of not less than three 
members ; and the acts and proceedings, and the report of any such 
division, shall to all intents and purposes be the acts and proceedings 








and the report of the Committee. 
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10. Notice of hearing by Court.) If the report be set down for 
consideration by the High Court, the registrar shall forthwith give 
notice of the day of hearing to the applicant and to the solicitor. 

11. Entry on roll of solicitors.] If the order of the Court made on 
consideration of a report be adverse to the solicitor, the Registrar 
shall make such entry (if any) on, or alteration in, the roll of solicitors 
as shall be required by the order. 

12. The Committee may fix the gimes and places of their sittings, 
and may adjourn any case from time to time. 


Part II,—REGISTRATION OF ARTICLES. 

Production of examination certificate required.| When articles are 
produced to the Registrar for registration, a certificate of having 
passed a preliminary examination, or satisfactory evidence that the 
person named in the articles is not required under the enactments 
and regulations for the time being in force to pass a preliminary 
examination, must, together with the statutory declaration verifying 
the due execution of the articles, be produced to the Registrar. 


Part III,—ApmiIssIon, 

1. Notice to be given to Registrar by applicants for admission. | 
Every person applying to be admitted as a solicitor shall, six weeks at 
least before the first day of the month in which he proposes to be 
admitted, send to the Registrar a notice in writing under his hand, 
stating his then place of abode, and the name or names, and place or 
places of abode, of the person or persons with whom he has served as 
an articled clerk. 

2, Registrar to make alphabetical list,|] The Registrar shall reduce all 
such notices into an alphabetical list under convenient heads, and 
shall, three weeks at least before the first day of the month named in 
any such notice, affix such list in some conspicuous place in the Hall 
of the Society, and in such other place or places as shall be from time 
to time directed by the Council. 

3. Admission by fiat of Master of the Rolls.) On production to the 
Master of the Rolls, after the expiration of such period of six weeks, 
of a certificate under the hand of the Registrar that the applicant has 
passed a final examination, the Master of the Rolls may, by writing 
under his hand, admit the applicant to be a solicitor. 

4. Objection to admission.] Any notice of objection to the admission 
of any applicant as a solicitor must be in writing under the hand of 
the objector, and must be sent to the Registrar, together with an 
affidavit of the matters of fact relied on in support of the objection. 

Copies of the notice and of the affidavit must, at the same time, be 
sent to the applicant for admission. 

Such objection must be brought before the Master of the Rolls by 
the Registrar. 

5. Notice of hearing o'jection.] The Master of the Rolls will there- 
upon appoint a time for hearing the objection, and notify to the 
Registrar by his secretary the time appointed, and the Registrar shall 
forthwith notify the same to the applicant and the objector. 

6. Order by Master of the Rolls on hearing of objection.) The applicant, 
the objector, and the Registrar may appear in person or be repre- 
sented at the hearing by counsel or solicitor, and the Master of the 
Rolls, after hearing the case, will make such order thereon as he 
shall think proper. 

7. Order to be filed.) The order, if refusing the admission, will 
be signed by the Master of the Rolls, and shall be filed with the 
Registrar. 

Part 1V.—RE-ApDMIssIon, 

1. Application for re-admission.] An application by a person who 
has been struck off the roll of solicitors to be re-admitted as a solicitor 
must be made by petition to the Master of the Rolls under the hand 
of the applicant, and be accompanied by an affidavit of the matters of 
fact on which he relies in support of his application. 

_ 2. Notice of application to Registrar.) The applicant must at least 
six weeks before sending in his petition give written notice of his in- 
tention to do so to the Registrar, and within two days after sending 
in the petition to the Master of the Rolls must send to the Registrar a 
copy of the petition and of the affidavit or affidavits in support 
thereof. 

3. Hearing of petition.) The Master of the Rolls, on hearing the 
petition, may make such order disposing thereof as he may think 
= > may refer the petition to be disposed of by a Divisional 

ourt, 

The secretary to the Master of the Rolls will give notice of the day 
of hearing to the Registrar, who shall forthwith give notice thereof 
to the applicant ; and the Registrar and the applicant may appear in 
person or be represented at the hearing by counsel or solicitor. 

4. Order to be filed.| The order made on the petition, together 
with the affidavit or affidavits used at the hearing, shall be filed with 
the Registrar, who shall make such entry on or alteration in the roll 
of solicitors as shall be required by the order, 


PaRT V.—APPEAL AS TO RENEWAL OF OERTIFICATE. 








a refusal of the Registrar to grant {an application for renewal of a 
solicitor's annual certificate must be made by petition, accompanied 
by an affidavit in like manner as an +y pee for re-admission, and 
the like notice must be given, and the like copies sent, as in the case 
of an application for re-admission. 


Part VI.—GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

1. Power to dispense with notices.] The Committee may dispense 
with any requirement of these rules respecting notices, affidavits, 
documents, service, or time, in any case where it appears to the Com- 
mittee to be just so to do. 

2. Service of notices.] All notices required by these rules may be 
served by registered letter, and in proving service it shall be sufti- 
cient to prove that the notice was properly addressed and posted. 
Any notice required to be given or other document having to be 
signed by the Registrar may be signed by the Secretary of the 
Society, or by any person duly authorized by the Society in that 
behalf. 

3. Forms.] The forms in the schedule to these rules shall be used 
in all cases as far as practicable, and shall be valid; but a deviation 
from those forms shall not by reason only of such deviation render 
any application, affidavit, or other document or proceedings invalid. 


SCHEDULE. 
Form I. 
FORM OF APPLICATION AGAINST A SOLICITOR. 
To the Registrar of Solicitors. 
In the Matter of C. D., a Solicitor, 


ani 
In the Matter of the Solicitors Act, 1888. 

I, the undersigned A. B., hereby make application that C. D.,* 
of , solicitor, may be required to answer the allega- 
tions contained in the affidavit which accompanies this application, 
and that his name may be struck off the roll of solicitors of the 
Supreme Court, or that he may be suspended from practice as a 
solicitor, or that such other order may be made as the Court shall 
think right. 

I make this application on the ground that the matters of fact 
stated in the said affidavit constitute professional misconduct on the 
part of the said C. D. in his capacity of solicitor of the Supreme 
Court of Judicature ia England. 


In witness whereof I have hereunto set my hand this day 
of 18 
yee biapiviseriglet Signature. 
sce vesboseobusteuiacross Address. 
sages gtnchdiadonmaatt Profession, business, or occupation. 
Form II. 


FORM OF APPLICATION BY A SOLICITOR. 
To the Registrar of Solicitors. 
I, the undersigned C. D., solicitor, hereby make application that 
my name may be struck off the roll of solicitors. 
I make this application for the following reasons. 
the reasons for the application. | 
In witness whereof I have hereunto set my hand this 
day of , 18 
pispasapeessiomiesmatnns Signature. 
were vaneagseteasbokeys Address and place or places of business. 


Form III. 
FORM OF NOTICE BY REGISTRAR TO SOLICITOR, 
In the Matter of C. D., a Solicitor, 


{ Here set out 


and 
Ia the Matter of the Solicitors Act, 1888. 

To C. D., of , Solicitor. 

Application has been made by A. B., of , tothe Registrar 
of Solicitors that you may be required to answer the allegations con- 
tained in the affidavit whereof a copy accompanies this notice, and 
that your name may be struck off the roll of solicitors, or that you 
may be suspended from practice as a solicitor, or that such order may 
be made as the Court shall think right. 

The y of is the day fixed for the hearing 
of the application by the Committee appointed under the Solicitors 
Act, 1888. The Committee will sit at | place] at in the fore 
[or after] noon, and you may appear in person or be represented by 
counsel or solicitor. If you fail to appear or to be represented, the 
Committee may proceed in your absence. 

The applicant is, by the rules made under the Solicitors Act, 1888, 
required to furnish to you a list of all documents which he proposes 
to put in, and, within seven days after receiving such list, you are 
required by the said rules to furnish to him, and to the Registrar at 
the office of the Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, London, 
W.C., a list of all documents which you propose to put in. 





Appeal to be by petition.] An appeal to the Master of the Rolls from ) 


By the said rules, a copy of any document mentioned in the list of 





° Insert full name and last known place or places of business, 
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ither party must, on the application and at the expense of the party 
requiring it, be furnished to that party by the other within three 
days after receipt of the application. 

You are requested to acknowledge the receipt of this notice without 


delay. 
cee For the Registrar of Solicitors. 
Form IV. 
FORM OF NOTICE BY REGISTRAR TO APPLICANT. 
In the Matter of C. D., a Solicitor, 
and 
In the Matter of the Solicitors Act, 1888, 
To A. B., of ‘ 
The day of is the day fixed for the hearing 


of your application in the matter of C. D., solicitor, by the Com- 
mittee appointed under the Solicitors Act, 1888. 

The Commmittee will sit at [place] at in the fore [or after] 
noon, and you may appear in person, or be represented by counsel or 
solicitor. 

You are required by the rules made under the Solicitors Act, 1888, 
to furnish to the said C. D., and to the Registrar of Solicitors at the 
office of the Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, Londcn, 
W.C., at least fourteen days before the said day of : 
alist of all documents which you propose to put in. 

By the said rules a copy of any document mentioned in the list of 
either party must, on the application and at the expense of the party 
requiring it, be furnished by that party to the other within three days 
after receipt of the application. 

You are requested to acknowledge the receipt of this notice without 


delay. 
For the Registrar of Solicitors. 


Form V. 
FORM OF AFFIDAVIT BY APPLICANT. 
In the Matter of C. D., a Solicitor, 
d 


an 
In the Matter of the Solicitors Act, 1888. 
, make oath and say as follows:—, 

1. C.D.,* of , solicitor of the Supreme Court of Judicature in 
England, has been employed by me in a professional capacity for the 
last ten years (or as the case may be). 

2. [Here state the facts concisely in numbered paragraphs, and 
shew deponent’s means of knowledge. ] 

Sworn, &c. 

Form VI. 


FORM OF AFFIDAVIT BY APPLICANT, BEING A SOLICITOR. 
i, A.B.,. of , make oath and say as follows :— 
1. I was admitted a solicitor on the day of , 18 ‘ 
and practised under certificate from the year to * 
2. The reasons set out in my application that my name may be 
struck off the roll of solicitors (a copy of which application is now 


pounds, is reduced, by payment, an admitted eet-off, or otherwise, toa sum 
not exceeding one hundred pounds, it shall be lawful for either party to 
the action at any time, if the whole or part of the demand of the plaintiff 
be contested, to apply to a judge of the High Court at chambers to order 
such action to be tried in any court in which the action might have been 
commenced, or in any court convenient thereto.’’ Mathew, J., made an 
order remitting the action to the county court at Newark. On the plain- 
tiff appealing to the Divisional Court, Lord Coleridge, C.J., and Hawkins, 
J., formally upheld the decision of Mathew, J., in order that the question 
of the construction of the section might be determined by the Court of 
Appeal. On the part of the plaintiff it was argued that the section did 
not give power to remit to the county court actions in which sums between 
£50 and £100 were claimed. The section said that actions up to £100 
might be remitted to any court in which such action might have been 
commenced. But the only court in which such action might have been 
commenced was the High Court, section 56 limiting the original jurisdic- 
tion of county courts to claims for £50. Perhaps the explanation of the 
difficulty was that the Bill as originally drawn gave original jurisdiction 
up to £100. The section, as it stood, so far as regarded actions for over 
£50, was insensible. It could not be contended that the section gave 
ower to remit such actions without reading into it ‘if the action had 
en for less than £50.’ The intention to give such power was not clear ; 
and if it were clear, the proposed alteration was too great for the court to 
make. On behalf of the defendant, it was said that the section as it stood 
must be taken to mean ‘‘the court in which the action, so far as locality 
is concerned, might have been commenced.” If not, the court might, for 
the sake of giving effect to the manifest intention of the Legislature, read 
into the section the words ‘‘ but for amount.”’ 

Tue Covrt (Lord Esner, M.R., and Bowen and Fry, L. JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. Lord Esner, M.R., said the section gave power, on certain 
conditions precedent being satisfied, for the removal of an action for less 
than £100 to any court—which in that Act meant any county court—in 
which it might have been commenced. The intention was clearly to give 
power to send such actions to some county court, and the words ‘‘ in which 
the action might have been commenced,’’ were used to describe which 
county court. It was clear that there was a misdescription. But they 
might interpret the section to refer to locality, and to mean ‘‘ any county 
court in which the action, if it had been a county court action, might 
been commenced.”” This view was strengthened by the following words, 
‘for in any court convenient thereto.”’ Bowen, L.J., agreed that the 
section might be so read in accordance with the rule of construction, wt 
res magis valeat quam pereal. Fry, L.J., said there was an indication of a 
plain intention to allow the transfer of these actions to a county court. 
The difficulty arose in the words which were intended to shew which 
county court should be selected. There was no insuperable difficulty in 
giving effect to the intention of the Legislature by construing the words 
as referring to locality.—OounsgL, Stanger and Hextall ; Bucknill, Q.C., 
and Henry Stephen. Sortcitors, Swann § Co, ; Stephens § Day. 


KAY v. BRIGGS—No. 1, 6th February. 


Practice — AppEAL FROM County Court — Lgave To ApPpgAL FROM 
DrvistionaL Court—Powek or Court or APPEAL TO Grant Leave— 
Jupicature Act, 1873 (36 & 37 Vict. c. 66), s. 45. 


Upon an appeal from a county court the Divisional Court entered judg- 
ment for the defendant, and refused leave to appeal. Application was 
made ex parte to the Court of Appeal on behalf oP the plaintiff for leave 
to appeal. Section 45 of the Judicature Act, 1873, enacts that ‘‘ the 





produced to me, and marked A) are true. 

3. 1 am not aware of, and do not know of any cause for, any | 
application to the Court or to the Committee under the Solicitors 
Act, 1888, that my name may be struck off the roll of solicitors, or 
that I may be suspended from practice as a solicitor, or that I should | 
answer the allegations contained in an affidavit. Ido not make this 
application for the purpose of evading any adverse application, or of 
defeating or delaying any claim upon me as a solicitor. 

Sworn, &c. 





CASES OF THE WEEK.7 


Court of Appeal, 
CURTIS v. STOVIN—No. 1, lst February. 


Power To REMIT ACTION TO RE TRIED IN County CourtT—CLAIM FoR 
BETWEEN £50 anp £100—Sxgcrron 65 or tHE County Courts Act, 
1888—‘* Any CovrT IN WHICH THE ACTION MIGHT HAVE BEEN Com- 
MENCED.”’ 

This case raised a question as to the power of remitting to the county 
court actions of contract for sums between £50 and £100. The action was 
commenced on the 24th of July, 1888, in the High Court, the writ being 
specially indorsed for £70, the balance of the price of goods sold and deli- 
vered. On the 9th of January, 1889, the defendant took out a summons 
for the removal of the action to the county court, the new County Courts 
Act having come into operation on the 1st of January. Section 65 of that Act 
(51 & 52 Vict. c. 43) enacts that ‘where in any action of contract brought in 
the High Court the claim indorsed on the writ does not exceed one hundred 
pounds, or where such claim, though it originally exceeded one hundred 





¥ Insert full name and last known lace or places of business. 
are specially repo: for the SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL by barristers 


+ These cases 
appointed in the different courts. 


determination of such appeals (appeals from inferior courts) by the 
divisional courts shall be final unless special leave to appeal from the 
same to the Court of Appeal shall be given by the Divisional Court by 
which avy such appeal from an inferior court shall have been heard.’ 

Tue Covrr (Lord Esner, M.R., and Fry, L.J.) held that they had no 


| jurisdiction. Lord Esner, M.R, said that the caseof Zhe Anstel (26 


W. R. 69, 2 P. D. 186), was decisive on the question, and shewed that 
this court had no jurisdiction to interfere with the discretion of the 
Divisional Court as to refusing leave to appeal. The words of the sect.on 
were clear. If this court could overrule the discretion of the Divisional 
Court the practical effect must be that there could be an appeal in every 
case, because it would be always contended that the discretion had been 
wrongly exercised on the facts of the case. This court had no jurisdiction 
to hear the appeal at all, unless the Divisional Court had first given leave 
to appeal. See. L.J., was of the same opinion. Section 19 of the 
Judicature Act, 1873, allowed appeals from any judgment or order of the 
High Court save as thereinafter mentioned. Section 45 was one of the 
exceptions. By that section the determination of the Divisional Court 
on appeal from a county court was final, except with one contingency— 
namely, when the Divisional Court gave special leave to appeal. If an 
egpeall lay to this court from the refusal of the Divisional Court to give 
leave, and this court gave leave to appeal, that order would not satisfy 
the contingency stated in the section, use leave would not be given 
by the Divisional Court, and the judgment of the Divisional Court would 
still be final under the section.—CounseL, Joseph Walton. So icirors, 


Futvoye, Field, § Baker. 
“THE LONGFORD”—No. 1, 6th February. 


Notice or Action—Action in rEM—‘‘ Action 1n Her Masgsry’s Courts 
or LAW TO WHICH THE COMPANY SHALL BE LIABLE’’—6 & 7 Witt. 4, 
Co Coy 8. 8 
Action in rem in the Admiralty Division against the City of Dublin 

Steam Packet Co., owners of the steamship Longford, to recover damages 

for collision, The defendants pleaded that one month’s notice of action 

had not been given as required by 6 &7 Will. 4, c.c., s, 8 (local Act). 
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That section enacts that ‘‘ no action in any of his Majesty’s courts of law 
to which the said company shall be liable in respect of any damage, in- 
jury, or trespass alleged to be done, committed, or occasioned to or 
against apy ship, lighter, barge, craft, wherry, or any kind of vessel on 
the high seas, or in any river, port, or harbour, shall be brought, | 
commenced, or prosecuted against the said company unless one calendar | 
month’s previous notice in writing shall have been given to the said com- 
.’ Butt, J., following the decision of the Admiralty Court in | 
reland in Zhe Mullingar (1 Aspinall’s Mar. Cas. 252), held that the sec- 
tion did not apply to an action in rem. The defendants appealed. 

Tne Covrt (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the 
judgment. Lord K-Her, M.R., said that the statute had to be construed 
as if they were construing it the day after it had been passed. The | 
Judicature Act and Rules, which related solely to procedure, did not 
affect the question. The words to be interpreted were ‘‘an action in any | 
of his Majeety’s courts of law to which the said company shall be liable.”’ | 
As he had said in The Parlement Belge (28 W. R. 642, 5 P. D. 217), an 
action in vem was not an action in personam. It only indirectly affected 
the shipowners, but it directly affected the ship. Admiralty proceedings 
were not at that time called actions; they were called suits or causes. 
The Admiralty Court was not called one of his Majesty’s courts of law. 
The effects of an action in rem were different from those of an action in 
personam. The plaintiff could only recover to the extent of the property 
over which he had a maritime lien. If a month’s notice of action were 
necessary, proceedings in rem would be futile, as the ship would have 
gone away at the end of the month, and could not be seized. Every- 
thing shewed that an action in rem was not within this section. Bowen, 
L.J., said that to hold that an action in vem was within the section they | 
would have to do violence to the language of the section, and they would 
cause great injustice, because the plaintiff could not institute a snit in the 
Admiralty Division unless the ship came into port after the month’s 
notice of action. Fry, L.J., concurred.—Covnser, Sir W. Phillimore and 
Carson ; J. G. Barnes, Q.C., and Hurst. Soxrcrrors, Carlisle, Unna, § Rider ; 
Pritchard § Sons. 
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| which had been recovered against him. 


| feiture clause. 
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or charge or incumber, or attempt to charge or incumber, the same, or 
until he shall be found and declared a bankrupt, or shall take the benefit 
of any Act of Parliament for the benefit of insolvent debtors, or until he 


| shall make any assignment of his effects for the benefit of his creditors,”’ 


The settlement contained limitations over, and a direction that, upon the 
husband’s death, or the sooner determination of his estate, payment 
should be made to the persons entitled in remainder. The husband had 
executed a mortgage of his life interest, and prior to the date of the mort. 
gage orders had been made charging his life interest with certain costs 
It was contended that, the life 
interest being limited to him ‘‘ and his assigns,’’ his life interest was 
absolute, and the forfeiture clause was void. Chitty, J., held that the 
mortgage had caused a forfeiture of the life interest. He said that the 


| forfeiture clause did not extend to involuntary alienation, except by 


bankruptcy, and the charging orders did not, therefore, work a forfeiture, 
Executors were also assigns in point of law, and would be entitled to the 
income accrued due atthe time of the husband’s death. It was possible 
to give a meaning to the word “‘ assigns’’ while giving effect to the for- 
The case was similar to Craven v. Brady (17 W. R. 505, 
t Ch. 296). The charging orders were valid as against the income 
up to the date of the mortgage, but the execution of the mortgage caused 
a forfeiture. 

Tue Covrr (Corron, Linney, and Lorgs, L.JJ) affirmed the decision. 


| They held that, there being a clear intention manifested that the life 


interest should be forfeited on alienation, the mere insertion of the word 


| ‘assigns ’’ in the limitation of the life estate was not sufficient to render 
| the proviso for forfeiture on alienation nugatory. Craven v. Brady was an 


authority for so holding.— Appellant in person. 


CounseL, Romer, Q.C., and 
Armitstead ; Kingdon, 


Sonicrrors, Hacomn §& Turner ; Bridges, Sawtell, § Co, 


THE TRADE AUXILIARY CO., CATE, AND PERRY v. THE MIDDLESBROUGH 
AND DISTRICT TRADESMEN’S PROTECTION ASSOCIATION (LIM.)—No. 2 
6th February. 


| Copyricut — ReGistRaTIon — NewsparER — JOInt-OwNERS — SEPARATE 


Re WALFORD, WALFORD v. WALFORD—No. 2, 2nd February. 


PRAcTICE—AUCTIONERS’ REMUNEKATION—SALE ovuT or Court, 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kay, J. (32 Sorrcrrors’ Jovrnat, 
629). The question was, whether, under the circumstances of the case, | 
auctioneers, who had conducted a sale of some real estate of a testator 
for the purpoee of winding up his estate in the administration, should be 
paid their commission out of the estate according to the scale fixed b 
their profession for ordinary transactions on behalf of their private clients, 
or whether the commission ought to be allowed out of the estate only 
according to the scale fixed by the court for sales made under the direction 
of the court. The action was for the administration of the testator’s 
estate. His real estate was subject to a mortgage for £3,000. Subsequently 
to the judgment in the action the mortgage was, with the consent of 
the chief clerk, transferred to persons who were to sel] the property under 
the power of sale, it being represented to the chief clerk that, under the 
particular circumstances of the case, a sale by the transferees would be the | 
most economical way of realizing the property. The property was then, upon 
the instructions of the transferees, put up for sale by auction, but owing 
to the reserve price, £7,000, not being reached, it was not sold. Subse- 
quently the auctioneers sold the property by private contract for the 
reserve price. (a the mortgagees bringing in their accounts of the sale 
before the chief clerk, he allowed the auctioncers only the charges usually 
allowed in cases of sales in court, and struck £62 103. off the charge made | 
in their bill for commission. Kay. J., confirmed the decision of Lis chief 
clerk on an application to vary the certificate. His lordship declined to 
allow auctioneers more than their proper charges, according to the scale 
fixed by the court, merely because they had agreed among themselves 
upon a different scale of remuneration. On the appeal it was argued | 
that the auctioneers’ charges ought to be measured by the scale prevalent | 
among and acted upon by auctioneers in cases of sales by free owners, and 
not by the scale adopted in cases of sales under the direction of the court. 
Reference was made to Re Page (32 Beav. 487) and Re Watts (22 Ch. D. 5). 
Tue Covrt (Corton, Lixpiey, and Lorzs, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. | 
Corton, L.J., said that, though the sale had not been in all respects a 
formal sale under the direction of the court, the chief clerk had heen 
consulted in the matter, and it was impossible to treat the sale as one 
entirely independent of the court, though it was « somewhat irregular 
transaction. He thought, therefore, that, under the circumstances, Kay, 
J., was right in holding that the auctioneers’ fees ought to be allowed only | 
on the scale fixed for sales carried out under the direction of the court. 
Linpizy, L.J., said the case was a very peculiar one, and one not likely to 
occur again. He thought that the charges of the auctioneers would have | 
been reasonable, if the sale had been made by an independent mortgagee 
who was not acting in any way under the control of the court. Lopes, | 
xu.J., concurred.—CovnseL, Renshaw, Q.C., and B. B. Regers; Ince, Q.C., | 
and D. L. Alexander ; Begg; Daniel Jones. Soxrcrros s, Dufield § Bruty ; 
W. Rogers. : 


Re KELLY’S SETTLEMENT, WEST v, TURNER—No. 2, Ist February, 
Sstrtement—Lire Interest—‘! Asstons’’—Forreitere CLavsE—CHARGING 
Orver. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Chitty, J. (32 Soxicrrors’ Jovr- 
WAL, 663). Toe question was as to the effect of a forfeiture clause ina 
settlement. The annual income of the trust fund was to be paid to the 
husband ‘and his assigns’’ during his life, ‘‘or until he shall make, or 


| from one of the plaintiffs’ publications. 
| defendants resisted the application for an injunction was, that the plain- 


| thereof. 





attempt to make, any assignment of the said income, or any part thereof, 


ResistRATIONS—Coryricut Act, 1842 (5 & 6 Vicr. c. 45), ss. 18, 19, 24. 
The question in this case was, whether, in the case of joint-owners of a 


| copyright, it was sufficient that each of them should be separately regis- 
| tered under the Copyright Act?’ 


The appeal was by the defendants 
against an order made by Chitty, J., granting an inéerim injunction, until 
judgment in the action or further order, restraining the defendants 


| from infringing the plaintiffs’ copyright in certain lists of bills of sale 


and deeds of arrangement published by them in three periodicals belonging 
to them respectively, and respectively known as Stubbs’ Weekly Gazette, 
Commercial Compendium, and Perry's Gazette. The plaintiffs were respec- 
tively the owners of the three publications, and they employed certain 
persons, at their joint cost, to compile lists of bills of sale and deeds of 
arrangement from time to time executed, which lists appeared in each of 
the three publications. Exch of the three publications had been regis- 
tered, in the name of that plaintiff who was its proprietor, as a periodical 
under the Copyright Act, 1842. The defendants’ secretary was a sub- 
scriber to one of the plaintiffs’ publications, and the defendant association 
published in Middlesbrough a weekly list of bills of sale and deeds of 
arrangement executed in that district. These weekly lists were copied 
The main ground on which the 
tiffs were not entitled, under section 18 of the Act, to join together and 


employ the same author or authors to compile the matter which they pub- 
lished, and then to set up three co-ordinate copyrights in the matter by 


| registering their periodicals separately. Section 18 provides that when 


any proprietor of any periodical work shall employ any person to compose 
the same, or any parts, articles, or portions thereof, for publication in or 


| as part of the same, and such work, parts, articles, or portions shall be 


composed under such employment, on the terms that the copyright 
therein shall belong to such proprietor, and paid for by such proprietor, 
the copyright in every such periodical work, and in every part, &c., so 
composed and paid for, shall be the property of such proprietor, who shall 
enjoy the same rights as if he were the actual author thereof, and shall 
have such term of copyright therein as is given to the authors of books by 
the Act. Section 19 provides that the proprietor of the copyright in any 
periodical work shall be entitled to all the benefits of the registration at 
Stationers’ Hall under the Act on entering in the registry the title of such 
work, the time of the first publication of the first volume, number, or part 
thereof, and the name and place of abode of the proprietor thereof, and of 
the publisher thereof, when such publisher shall not be also the proprietor 

Section 24 provides that no proprietor of copyright shall main- 
tain any action or suit for the infringement thereof unlees he shall have 
previously registered in pursuance of the Act. On the appeal it was urged 


| on behalf of the defendants that, copyright being in its nature exclusive 


three persons could not be registered, each separately, as the proprietor 
of the same thing. If they were joint-owners of the copyright, they 
ought to be registered as joint-owners, and no such registration had been 


| made in the present case. 


Tue Court (Corron, Linpiey, and Lorgs, L.JJ.), affirmed the decision. 
Corton, L.J., said that all that was required by the Act, as was decided by 
Jessel, M.R., in Walter v. Howe (17 Ch. D. 708), which his lordship 
thought was a right decision, was that the proprietor should register his 
newspaper; he was not required to register the particular work in which 
he had the copyright. By the arrangement which he made with the 
author of the work he obtained the same rights under the Act as if he had 
been himself the author. In his lordship’s opinion, there was nothing in 
the Act to prevent such an arrangement as had been made in this case, 
and, the arrangement having been made, each plaintiff could register his 
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own newspaper, and thus protect his copyright in the subject-matter of the 
arrangement as regarded his own newspaper. There was nothing in the 
Act to prevent a joint-ownership of the copyright, and then each owner, 
by registering his own paper, could protect his copyright as regarded the 
blication in that paper. Jefferys v. Boosey (4 H. L. C. 992) had been re- 
erred to. But what Lord St. Leonards there said was, that a copyright 
could not be divided by assignment in such a way as to limit it to a par- 
ticular locality—to one or two counties, for instance, or to England, or 
Scotland. That had no bearing on the present case. Linpuey, L.J., said 
that the answer to the argument for the defendents, ingenious though it 
was, lay in the distinction between copyright and that which had to be re- 
gistered under the Act. Section 18 gave the copyright ; section 19 pointed 
out what was to be registered. The proprietor did not register the copy- 
right ; he registered a book or a periodical. The plaintiffs had complied 
literally with the requirements of section 19, and the objection failed. 
Lorgs, L.J., concurred.—CovunseL, Maidlow ; Romer, Q.C., and M’ Kenna. 
Souicrrors, Wontner § Sons ; McKenna § Co. 


Re WILLIAMS, FOULKES v. WILLIAMS—No. 2, 4th February. 
SprciaL Powgr or ApporintwENT—ExercisE—GENERAL Girt ny Witr— 
Wits Act, s. 27. 

The question in this case was, whether a special power of appointment 
had been exercised by the will of the donee. Under the will of his mother 
the donee was entitled to the income of certain real estate for his life. 











After his death the property was to be sold, and power was given to him 
to appoint the income of the proceeds of sale by will to his wife for her | 
life. By his will (not referring to the power) the donee gave all his real | 
and personal estate to his wife absolutely. He had no property of his | 
own. It was contended that the will was an exercise of the power. 

Tur Covrr (Corroy, Lixnpiey, and Lopes, L.JJ.) held that the power 
had not been exercised, and in so doing expressed their approval of the 
decision of Kay, J., in Re Mills, Mills v. Mills (31 Soxtcrrors’ Jovrnat, | 
93, 34 Ch. D, 186).—Covnsen, Bardswell; Russell Roberts. Soxtcrrors, 
Hanlin, Grammer, § Hamlin; Kennedy, Hughes, § Kennedy. 


| 

| 

High Court—Chancery Division. 

Re BOOR, BOOR v. HOPKINS—Kay, J., lst lebruary. 

Derror AND OrgpiroR—TENANT FoR LirE AND REMAINDERMAN—OUTGOINGS | 
Expenses or MAKING SrreeT—APPORTIONMENT—WORKS COMPLETED IN | 
Liretme or TENANT FoR LirE—EXPENSES APPORTIONED AFTER HIS Deatu | 
—Dare at wuich Frontage OWNER BECAME LIABLE TO SHARE or Ex- | 
prenses—Punirc Heattn Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 55), ss. 150, 252, 257. 
The testator, by deed of gift, assigned two houses to his son, L. G. Boor, | 
on trust to pay the rents thereof to the testator for life, he paying there- | 
out all outgoings, and after his death for L. G. Boor absolutely. By his | 
will the testator recited that he had already given his son the houses, | 
‘‘which are and will be unincumbered.’’ The testator was served by the | 
local board with notice to make up the road abutting on the houses; he | 
did not comply with the notice, and the works were executed by the board | 


appeared in the probate copy as a witness had placed 
he admitted evidence of such circumstances in relation to one witness, he 
might have to do so as regarded the others, with the possible result that a 
document which the Court of Probate had admitted to probate as a will 
would be declared by him to be no will. If the name of a person had got 
on to a will as a witness by accident, it ought not to appear in the probate, 
any more than a blot of ink which happened to be on the will. His 
lordship felt bound by authority, and in particular by a recent decision 


trust money, the proceeds of the sale of sccurities sold for clients by the 
broker. e broker gave evidence that the whole of the moneys which hea 
had paid to the credit of the account was trust money, the proceeds of 
sales made by him for clients. The evidence shewed that trust moneys, 
exceeding the balance remaining to the credit of the account, and bslong- 
ing to other clients, had been paid in since the claimants’ money had been 

id in, and that the whole of the claimants’ money had been drawn out 

y the broker for his own purpose. It was contended on behalf of the 
claimants that, as the whole balance in the bank represented trust funds, 
their right was superior to that of the broker's judgment creditor. On 
behalf of the judgment creditor it was argued that, the claimants’ money 
having re he, by virtue of the garnishee order, had obtained 
a right to the balance, subject to the claims of any persons who could 
shew that the balance really belonged to them. 

Nortu, J., held that the rule in Clayton's case (1 Mer. 572) applied as 
between the different csstuis gue trus‘ent, and that ths payments out must 
be considered as appropriated to the moneys paid in to the credit of the 
account in order of date. Consequently, the claimants’ moneys must be 
treated as drawn out, and they had no right to the balance to the credit 
of the account, whatever might be the rights as between the judgment 
creditor and other persons.—CovunseL, Townsend; R. F. Norton, Sottct- 
tors, @. Presswell ; R. Chapman. 


Re LANCELEY, BESWICK v. LANCELEY—North, J., 31st January. 


Witt—Provate—Arrestinc Witness—Apmissintiiry or Evipence THat 
Tutrp PgrRson APPEARING TO RE WITNESS DID Nor Arrest~—Wrtus Act 
1837, «. 15, , 
The question in this case was, whether evidence could be admitted to 

shew that a person, whose name appeared on the probate copy of a will as 

one of three witnesses attesting the execution thereof, did not really attest. 

The last witness in order appearing in the probate copy was a son of the 

testator, who was one of the residuary legatees named in the will. As an 

attesting witness he was, by section 15 of the Wills Act, incapacitated 
from taking any benefit under the will. One of the quistions raised was 
whether the share of residue bequeathed to him passed as undisposed of. 

It was alleged by the son that he had not really attested the execution of 

the will; that he had not been present when it was executed ; but that he 

came into the room afterwards, and, at the request of his father, wrote his 


name on the document, and he sought to put in evidence of these facts. 


It was argued on his behalf that the Court of Probate would not go into 
the question whether all the three apparent witnesses were really wit- 
nesses, it being satisfied that there was a well-executed will, and having 

granted probate accordingly. 
Norrn, J., held that he could not admit the evidence. He could not go 
into the question under what circumstances one of the apa whose name 
is name there. If 


and completed in the testator’s lifetime. The testator died in June, 1885, | otra 4 ; 4 ; 
a ss of Stirling, J., in Re Faux, Jones v. Purcey, to hold that the evidence was 
before the expenses were apportioned, and the son, after taking possession | inedatcsible. ‘The drawing up of the aukes Gackh. be camenied ee a 


of the houses, was served, in September 1886, with notice of the appor- | 
tionment, and afterwards, in February, 1887, with notice to pay the same 
within ten years by annual instalments and interest at five per cent. He 
did not dispute the apportionment, but insisted that his father’s estate 
ought to pay it as being ‘‘ outgoings ’’ accrued due in his lifetime, and he 
took out this summons, in which he claimed, in respect of an instalment | 
paid by him to the board, to take the place of the board as a creditor | 
upon the estate of the testator. 

Kay, J., said that it was clear from the authorities that the Act under 
which these works were done did not create the relationship of debtor and | 
creditor between the board and the owner of the houses. The question 
was, whether these expenses were incurred in the lifetime of the testator 
so as to constitute outgoings within the deed of gift. They would have 





| 


short time in order that the son might take such steps in the Probate Court 
as he should be advised.—Counsgi, Tanner; Russell Roberts and A. A. 
Terrell ; Broomfield ; Etherington. Soutcrrors, Hamlin, Grammer, § Hamlin ; 
Ernest A, Fuller. 


High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
BARNARD v. HOBSON—29th January. 


R. 8. C, XLV., 1—Arripavit 1x Svprort or APPLICATION FOR A 


GaRNISHEE OnpER NIst. 


This was an ex parte application referred for decision the master to 


been if the amount had been assessed in his lifetime and claimed from him | ¢y. judge and by the judge to the Divisional Court. The affidavit in 


by summary proceedings under section 252. But nosuch claim had been 
made, and it was too late to make it now. The remainderman had no 
right to make the tenant for life pay this charge, which only became pay- | 
able after the assessment, which was made after his death. The plaintiff | 
relied also on the words of the will, but for the same reason the houses 


support of an application for a garn 
deponent is ‘* informed and verily believes’ that the garnishee is indebted 


to the judgment debtor. 


ishee order nisi stated that the 


Tur Court (Denman and Sreruen, JJ.) held that this statement was 


sufficient.—CovunseL ror Jupoment Oreprrorn, H. Reed. Soxrtcrtor, 


were, in fact, unincumbered at the testator’s death. When the assess-7 7 pans. 


ment was actually made the plaintiff himself was the owner, and he must | 
pay the charge. (Re Bettesworth and Richer, 36 W. R. 544, 37 Ch. D. 535, 
distinguished).—Oovnset, Levett ; 8. Dickenson; Vernon R. Smith. Soutct- 
tors, Carr §& Son; Barlow & James, for Coxrwell § Pope, Southampton ; 
Peacock & Goddard 


HANCOCK v. SMITH—North, J., lst] February. 


Banxinc Account~APPpROPRIATION or Payments—Rviz 1n ‘‘ CiayTon’s 
Casz’’—Treust Monry—MIsarPropriaTION. 


The question in this case was, how the payments made by a stock- 


1887. The — was brought by the trustee under a deed of 





Bankruptcy Cases, 
Ez parte MILNE, Re BATTEN—Q. B. Div., 2nd February. 


DEED or ARRANGEMENT—REGISTRATION—MATERIAL ALTERATION—DEEDS OF 


ARRANGEMENT Act, 1887, s. 5—Banxrvrtcy Act, 1883, s. 4, sun- 

SECTION I (a). 

A question arose in this case under the Deeds of Arrangement Act, 
e- 


a 
e benefit of creditors against a receiving order which had been 


broker out of his current account at his bankers were to be appropriated. | ment for th . 
made against the debtor founded on the said deed as an act of bankruptcy. 


All the moneys paid to the credit of the account were the proceeds of 


The deed in question was executed on the 25th of June, 1888, and con- 


the sale of securities belonging to clients of the broker. A judgment 
oon oom tained a recital that ‘“‘ whereas the debtor is indebted or liable to the said 


creditor of the broker bad obtained a shee order attaching the 
balance standing to the credit of the account. Some clients of the broker 


creditors in and for the several sums set opposite their respective names 


claimed to be entitled to be paid out of the balance in the bank in | in the schedule hereto, and being unable to meet such liabilities,” h» 


priority to the judgment creditor, on the ground that the balance was 





assigned his property to a trustee, &c, The deed was registered within 
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seven days from its execution in accordance with the provisions of section 5 
of the Deeds of Arrangement Act, 1887, but in the schedule thereof the 
name of only one creditor appeared, other creditors having signed the 
deed subsequently. In opposition to the appeal the objection was taken 
that a true copy of the deed had not been registered, and that the trustee 
was not entitled to appeal. 

Tur Cover (Cave and Cuarizs, JJ.) allowed the objection. Caveg, J., 
said that it was admitted that the deed, as now produced, had not been 
registered. But it was said that the alteration was immaterial, and that it 
was the same deed as that which was registered. It was not necessary to 
decide whether an immaterial alteration would avoid a deed in such a case, 
but clearly a material alteration would do so, and it was impossible to say 
that this decd was the same deed. It altered the rights and duties of 
every person under it, and the duties and liabilities of the trustee, and it 
was difficult to imagine any alteration which could produce so great a 
change. The cases shewed that where there was a material alteratioa 
which altered the effect of the deed, that would avoid the deed. Cuaries, 
J., concurred.—Covunset, Bigham, Q.C., and F. C. Willis ; Herbert Reed. 
Soxicrtors, Burn ¢ Berridge ; Phelps, Sidgwick, § Biddle. 


Ex parte HEAPY, Re HOLLINSHEAD—Q. B. Div., 2nd February. 


Act or Bankruptcy—Degp or ARRANGEMENT—NEGLECT OF REGISTRATION 
— Deeps or ARRANGEMENT Act, 1887, ss. 5, 17. 


In this case the county court registrar had dismissed a bankruptcy 
petition preeented against the debtor on the ground that the deed of 
arrangement executed by the debtor for the benefit of his creditors, which 
was relied upon as the act of bankruptcy, had not been stamped or 
registered as required by the provisions of section 5 of the Deeds of 
Arrangement Act, 1887, and that, therefore, no act of bankruptcy had 
been proved. The petitioning creditcr now appealed. 

Tue Court (Lord Coterinar, C.J., and Cave, J.), allowed the appeal. 
Cavr, J., said that section 5 of the Deeds of Arrangement Act, 1887, 
provided that a deed of arrangement should be void unless the same should 
have been registered within seven days after its execution, and unless it 
should bear such ordinary and ad valorem stamp as is provided by the Act. 
The deed in question was neither registered nor stamped, and the registrar 
held that it was void under the section, and that the debtor had not 
executed a deed of assignment within the meaning of section 4, sub- 
section 1 (a), of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. It was unnecessary to consider 
what section 5 would mean if it stood alone, for by section 17 it was 
provided that nothing contained in the Act should be construed to repeal 
or should affect any provision of the law for the time being in force in 
relation to bankruptcy, or should give validity to any deed or instrument 
which by law is an act of bankruptcy or void or voidable. It was clear 
that, but for section 5, the deed would be an act of bankruptcy, and if, by 
section 17, nothing in the Act was to affect any provision of the law in 
relation to bankruptcy, it followed that the deed was an act of bankruptcy, 
and that the order dismissing the petition was wrong.—CovnseL, Kent. 
Soxicrrors, J, Hands, for P. 8. Levy, Liverpool. 


Solicitors’ Cases, 


TYARS v. ALSOP—C. A. No. 2, 3lst January. 


Soricrtor AND Cirent—Girt ny Cirentr To Soxricrror—‘‘ Vorp or Vorp- 
ABLE’’=—=CONFIRMATION BY CLIENT AFTER TERMINATION OF CONFIDBNTIAL 
RELATION. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. 
JouRNAL, 664), 
(of whom the plaintiff was the legal personal representetive), in an action 
in which she was plaintiff. The action resulted in a compromise, under 


(32 Soxicrtors’ 
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| fraud and a conspiracy on the part of the solicitor. 


Feb. 9, 1889. 


be able to satisfy your client that she has no possible claim inst us, 
and, if this is admitted, we shall be happy to give any reasonab sugges. 
tion you may make to us our best consideration, but we shall most 
strenuously oppose anything in the shape of a demand by her upon us.” 
Three days after this letter, on June 8, 1883, Miss Graham died, and the 
present action was breught in December, 1883, to obtain repayment of the 
£1,000 as a gift by Miss Graham to her solicitor while the relation of 
solicitor and client existed, and accordingly void. Kekewich, J., held that 
Mises Graham, although she had shewn some intention to adhere to the 
gift, hai done nothing whatever to release her right to recover the money 
at the time of her death ; and assuming that Miss Grabam could on June 
8, 1883 (the day of her death), have claimed repayment of the £1,000, the 
right of action survived to her legal representative, who was accordingly 
entitled to recover the £1,000 with interest. 

Tue Court (Corron, Linpiey, and Lorzs, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Corton, L.J., said that, the £1,000 having been given by Miss Graham 
to the solicitor while the relation of solicitor and client existed between 
them, the gift, according to the law of the court, could not possibly 
stand if questioned by her. The ground on which it had been laid down 
that such gifts were void was that the client would otherwise be placed 
at the mercy of his solicitor, and not necessarily that there had been 
any unfair dealing in the particular case. Such a gift was voidable, 
not void. It was contended on behalf of the solicitor that Miss Graham 
had afterwards elected to abide by the gift, and that on April 27, 1883, 
at a time when undoubted)y the relation of solicitor and client had ceased, 
she, with full knowledge that she was entitled to recover the money, had 
deliberately confirmed the gift. Now, what was necessary in order to 
establish confirmation of such a gift? There must be that which was 
equivalent to a new gift when the influence exercised by the solicitor had 
been determined ; it was necessary to prove a fixed, deliberate, and un- 
biassed determination that the transaction should not be impeached. It 
had been contended that on the facts as distinguished from the law Keke- 
wich, J., had decided in favour of the defendant. In his lordship’s 
opinion that was not so. As he read the judgment of Kekewich, J., there 
was no suggestion that the solicitor and his clerk were stating the exact 
words of the conversation which took place at the interview of April 27, 
1883, or giving anything more than the effect of what was said by Miss 
Graham. It had been urged that, if the account given by the solicitor 
was not implicitly believed, there was no alternative but to treat him as 
wilfully stating that which was false. His lordship did not assent to 
that proposition. There was a great difference between saying that a man 
intended to tell lies and saying that his recollection of what took place 
some years ago was inaccurate. He could not rely upon the solicitor’s 
account of what took place at that interview. The letter of June 5, 1883, 
written to T. had a very important bearing upon the question. The 
solicitor, who therein referred to Miss Graham’s visit to his office on 
April 27, never mentioned what, in his evidence given at the trial, he 
stated as having taken place at that interview. In the face of that letter 
it was impossible to rely on his statement that Miss Graham in her life- 
time had confirmed the gift of £1,000. That letter raised enormous 
doubt as to the accuracy of the solicitor’s evidence. It seemed primé 
facie absurd that, after being told that she could legally claim the £1,000, 
Miss Graham should, in the state of distress in which she was, borrow 
£10, to be repaid in two months. He could not, therefore, come to the 
conclusion that there was any confirmation by her in the course of that 
interview on which the court could reasonably rely, and he did not under- 
stand Kekewich, J., to have said that any such confirmation took place. 
The court was not driven to the alternative that the whole thing was a 
But at the same time 


| they could not rely upon his accuracy so as to establish the alleged fact of 


In 1880 a solicitor acted for Miss Graham, since deceased | 


which the then defendant, on the 5th of June, 1880, paid a sum of about | 


£5,000 in settlement of Miss Graham’s claim and a sum of £100 as the 
agreed costs of the action. On the 7th of June, 1880, Miss Graham gave 
the solicitor £1,000 out of the £5,000 as a special gift for his services. The 
relation of solicitor and client between Miss Graham and the solicitor soon 
afterwards ceased, but it was again renewed, and continued until March, 
1882, when she left him. In April, 1883, Mies Graham, being at the time 
ill and in great distress, went to the solicitor, not as a client, but to obtain 
«loan of £10. The loan was granted, and there was evidence on the part 
of the solicitor and his clerk that at this interview Miss Grabam 
was informed by the solicitor that she was legally entitled to claim 
from him the £1,000, to which she was stated to have replied that 
she did not intend to claim it, and that she intended to ‘adhere to”’ 
or “‘abide by’’ what she had done. It appeared, however, that 
on the 30th of May, 1883, T., a solicitor, who had been profes- 
sionally consulted by Miss Graham, wrote to the former solicitor requesting 
him to furnish an account shewing all cash transactions between him 
and Miss Graham, with detailed statements of any bills of costs against 
her, none having ever been delivered. On June 5 the former solicitor 
wrote to T., sending a statement of account shewing the disposal of the 
£5,000 which had been received in the action, stating Miss Graham’s 
voluntary gift to them of £1,000 ‘‘ for the great exertions they had made 
aud the succees attending their efforts,” and, in reference to the interview 
of April 27, stating that—‘‘In the presence of our cashier she (Miss 
Graham) begged a loan of £10, as she was ill and in distressed circum- 
stances, which, as a pure matter of charity, we advanced, taking her I.0.U. 
for same, and she promising to repay it in two months’ time. For the 
same reason, and for that reason only, we are still willing, in consideration 
of her ill-health and distress, to assist her with a further small loan to 
relieve her present necessities. After this statement we think you will 





) 


confirmation. Linney, L.J., was of the same opinion, adding that he 
adhered to what he had saidin Alleard v. Skinner (36 Ch. D. 187). Lopzs, 
L.J., said that a voluntary gift by a client to a solicitor at a time when 
the relation of solicitor and client still existed between them was voidable. 


| But the client, after the relation of solicitor had ceased, and any influ- 


ence arising from such relationship was at an end, might, provided he 
was advised of and knew his right to impeach and recall the gift, ratify 
what he had done. The court, however, would require the ratification 
relied on to be proved by clear and distinct evidence, and would require 
to be satisfied beyond doubt that the donor knew his rights, and inten- 
tionally and deliberately intended to forego them, and that at the time of 
the alleged ratification he was a free agent, the relation of solicitor and 
client, and all influence arising from such relation, having determined. 
If so much was proved to the satisfaction of the court, the court could not 
interfere with the voluntary gift of a client toa solicitor. He had come 
to the conclusion that he could not trust the solicitor’s account of what 
took place at the interview of April 27, or safely act upon his evidence ; 
and he did not believe that Miss Graham was ever told by the solicitor 
that she could take back the £1,000, or that she ever ratified the gift which 
she had made.—Covnset, Anderson, Q.C., and Dibdin; Barber, Q.C,, and 
Oswald ; Ingle Joyce. Sourctrons, Alsop § Co. ; Oehme, Summerhays, § Co, ; 
Solicitor to the Treasury. 


Ex parte PEACE, Re CHANTRY & BREWSTER—Q. B. Div., 29th January. 


Soxicrtor’s Costs—Partrnersuip AcTION—APPOINTMENT OF RECEIVER— 
Bankruptcy—Orpgsr ny Consent—Criam sy Trustee To Costs PAID 
BY Recrrver—Bankrvptcy Act, 1883, s. 43. 


In this case two sums of money, which had been paid by the receiver in 
a partnership action to the solicitors employed by the plaintiff and defend- 
ant in respect of their costs, were claimed by the trustee in bankruptcy. 
The action in question was an action for dissolution brought by one of the 
debtors against the other, the present appellant being appointed receiver, 
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but while the action was pending a receiving order was made against the 
debtors on April 17, 1887, and a trustee was subsequently appointed. On 
Jnly 21 a consent order was made in the Chancery Division, directing the 
receiver to pass his accounts, and that the costs of the plaintiff and 
defendant should be taxed, and be paid by the receiver out of the balance 
in his hands, and it was further ordered that the receiver should pay the 
residue of the balance to the trustee. The trustee knew of the order, but 
took no steps until December 8, 1887, when he gave notice to the receiver 
claiming the sum allowed for costs as belonging to the debtor’s estate, but 
on January 31, 1888, the receiver paid the amount of the taxed costs to 
the solicitors in the Chancery action. An order was subsequently obtained 
in the county court, directing the receiver to repay to the trustee in bank- 
ruptcy these two sums, and from that order the receiver now appealed. 
Te Court (Cave and Cuarues, JJ.) allowed the appeal. Cave, J., said 
that the county court judge appeared to have held that the order of the 
21st of July was binding on him, but that, on the truc construction of that 
order, it did not direct the receiver to pay these costs to the solicitors. It 
was impossible to agree with that construction, and, looking at all that 
took place before the order was obtained, and the form of it, it could not 
be said that it was an order solely for taxation, that nothing was to 
follow, and nothing directed as to the persons who were to be paid. It 
was clear from the correspondence that the solicitors were negotiating 
with the trustee for the bg mny of their costs, and the order made was 
that the costs, when taxed, were to be paid to the solicitors by the re- 
ceiver out of the balance in his hands, and that the residue of the balance 
was to go to the trustee. That was sufficient to dispose of the case. It 
might be stated, however, that such an order could not be binding on the 
trustee except in so far as he had made it binding on him by assenting to 
it. It was impossible to say that after an act of bankruptcy had been 
committed, two solicitors, representing two persons who had become bank- 
rupt, could go behind the trustee and obtain an order by consent which 
would be of force and vulidity on the assets of the partnership. In order 
to give it validity the trustee must be a y to it, and if he were not 
made a party he might go to the Court of Bankruptcy to obtain a declara- 
tion that the consent order was of noworth. The present order was made 
in July, and the trustee knew of it, but he did nothing until December, 
and even then, instead of taking the proper step to set aside the order, he 
simply served the receiver, who was an officer of the court, with a notice 
not to obey the existing order of the court. He had taken no steps what- 
ever against the solicitors. Cuartzs, J., concurred.—CovunseL, Marten, 
Q.0., and Herbert Reed ; Sidney Woolf. Sourcrrors, Goldberg § Langdon, 
for A. J. O'Connor, Birmingham ; Deacon, Gibson, ¢ Medcalf, for Rowlands, 


Birmingham. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The January general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society was 
held on Thursday, the 31st ult., at the Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, the 
chair being taken by Mr. B. G. Laxe, the president. 


Mempers’ Supscriprions. 

The following notice of motion had been given :~-‘‘Sir Henry Watson 
Parker, on behalf of the council, will move, and Mr. Pennington will 
second: ‘That bye-law 35 be hereby repealed, and in lieu thereof the 
following be substituted as a bye-law of the society :—‘‘35. In fixing the 
amount of the annual subscription payable by the members of the society 
as herein directed, the council shall be at liberty to divide members into 
classes, and to provide that different amounts shall be paid by different 
classes and extend over different periods; and generally to regulate, and 
from time to time to vary, the subscriptions payable by members, or by 
different classes of members, as the council may think fit. In particular, 
and without limiting their general authority, the council shall be at 
liberty to make distinctions in favour of (a) members who have been 
admitted for less than three years ; (4) members who shall be elected after 
& given date or given dates in any year; and (c) members taking out 
country certificates, with an additional distinction in favour of such of 
the same class of members as are also members of the Provincial Law 
Society of the district in which they practise.” ’”” 

The Presrpent said that as Sir H. W. Parker was not able to be pre- 
sent by reason of his having to attend a funeral, the resolution, by the 
direction of the council, would be moved by Mr. Grinham Keen, the vice- 
president. 

The Vicr-Prestpgnt expressed his regret that Sir H. W. Parker was 
prevented by the death of a near relative from being present, because he 
had taken a great deal of trouble in the matter from the outset. The 
resolution had been led up to by that portion of the president’s address at 
the provincial meeting at Newcastle in October which dealt with the 
subject, and he would read one or two extracts from that address which 
put the matter in an absolutely clear light. After dealing with the ques- 
ton of the Solicitors Bill, which had now most happily me law, the 
president continued :—‘‘ The greater authority which the Solicitors Bill, 
1888, if passed into law, will give to the Incorporated Law Society 
will make it more important even than at present that the society 
should embrace all or the very large majority of solicitors. This sub- 
ject has been more than once brought before the provincial meetings 
in recent years—once by Mr. Marshall in 1885, and again by Sir Henry 
Parker in 1887, and was referred to by the late presideat, Mr. Markby, in 
his address last year. Whether this desirable result can be best brought 
about by a closer affiliation of the provincial law societies with the central 





society in London, as, for instance, by allowing all members of provincial 
law societies to become members of the central society at a reduced 
subscription, or by requiring all solicitors to be also mem of the Law 
Society, is a matter which is receiving, and will continue to receive, the 
earnest consideration of the council. Whatever is done, the separate 
existence and independent action of the provincial law societies must be 
carefully preserved, for by no other means can the opinion of solicitors 
practising in the country be so readily ascertained and brought to bear. 
The council and the profession owe a ee deal to the ready aid and 
cordial co-operation which are so freely given by the provincial law 
societies.”’ hen the president went on, ‘‘ But in order that the pro- 
fession to which we belong should be properly and efficiently represented, 
and be able to exercise the full weight to which it is fairly entitled, it is 
essential that all or the very large majority of solicitors should be members 
of the central or of one of the a societics, and that members of 
the provincial societies should be, as such, members of the central society, 
and entitled to take in all its proceedings, and in the election of its 
executive. If this object be attained, the standard of professional discipline 
can be better maintained ; the status of solicitors, already greatly raised 
during the last half century, be still further improved ; unworthy members 
be with greater promptness and certainty excluded and punished ; 
the encroachments of unqualified persons, with the consequent bi to 
the public, be better restrained; and by means of the union of all 
solicitors, working in different places and under different circum- 
stances, but banded together in one common bond of professional 
brotherhood, the honour and dignity of our noble profession— 
to which so much is entrusted, of which so much is expected, 
and upon which so much of the happiness, prosperity, and 
good name of families depends—be more worthily upheld.’” Those 
were the words of the president, who, by his own exertions and the 
great interest he had taken in the matter, had added 600 new names to 
the list of members of the society—an unprecedented thing. He (Mr. 
Keen) might say that immediately the council had re-assembled after the 
vacation so great was the interest taken in the subject, both in the 
aw and in London, that the council determined to take it at once in 
and. A committee was appointed—a good, strong, representative com- 
mittee of the council, consisting both of town and country members. By 
reference to the minutes of the committee he could put before the meeting 
some extracts which would shew them what had m done. The com- 
mittee was to consider so much of the president’s address as referred to 
the society by bringing into closer connection with it the members of the 
provincial law societies without in any way interfering with the separate 
existence and independent action of those societies. Before the committee 
sat a circular was sent out to all the provincial law societies, fifty-two in 
number, and a return was requested of their numbers, and the number of 
their members who were also members of the Incorporated Law Society, 
From this it appeared that the aggregate number of the members of the 
provincial law societies was 3,530, and that of these 1,396 were also mem- 
bers of the Incorporated Law Society. The total number of members of 
the Incorporated Law Society was 5,197, of whom 2,729 were London 
solicitors and 2,468 country solicitors. It appeared, therefore, that 
1,072 country solicitors belonging to the Incorporated Law Sooiety did 
not belong to any provincial society, and that more than half the body 
did not belong to any society at all. Quoting from the report, he con- 
tinued :—‘‘ The committee at their first meeting resolved to recommend 
to the council that members of provincial law societies should, if other- 
wise eligible, be admitted members of the Incorporated Law Society at 
half the avunual subscription payable by country solicitors who do not 
belong to a provincial law society, and should continue to pay halt sub- 
scription so long as they remain members of both societies. It was 
believed that not only would a large accession of members be thus secured 
to the Incorporated Law Society, but an inducement be offered to country 
solicitors to join the ranks of the provincial law societies. A second 
circular was sent out to all the provincial law societies, informing them 
of the proposal before the committee, and inviting an expression of the 
opinion of their executive bodies :—(1) Whether the proposed concession 
would be generally acceptable, or whether any other, and what, better 
measure could be suggested for bringing the provincial law societies into 
closer union with the society; and (2) Whether,’ in the event of the pro- 
posed concession being made, a considerable number of members might 
be expected to become members of the society, and whether the executive 
bodies would use their influence in that direction.’’ The council received 
answers from all the societies. Some few were doubtful as to the success 
of the plan—that is, as to whether it would bring in more members ; 
but the great preponderance of opinion among the societies was in favour 
of the propoeal, and in every case in which a favourable reply has been 
received the executive have expressed their intention to use all their in- 
fluence to induce their members to join the Incorporated Law Society. 
In most of the cases in which unfavourable answers have been given the 
letters will be found at the end of the report, so that the views expressed 
may have full weight and consideration. After one or two meetings, and 
thoroughly threshing out the matter, the committee had recommended 
that the bye-laws be altered as now proposed. The council wanted to 
see a state of things eo that when any great questions arose affecting the 
ition of solicitors or the public they might be able to pull together. 
hey wanted to strengthen especially that feeling of esprit de corps 
which so happily existed throughout the country so that it would bear 
useful and practicable fruit. They wanted to get within measurable dis- 
tance of the time when every practising solicitor in England and Wales 
would be a member of the society, and if, in endeavouring to bring this 
about, the society lost a little money for the first or second year, what was 
that in comparison with the object they had in view? 
Mr. Exxerr (Cirencester), who expressed his regret at the absence of 
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Mr. Pennington owing to indisposition, seconded the motion. All of 
them who knew with what ability and care Mr. Pennington presided over 
the finances of the society might be assured that he would not be pre- 
ared to support the resolution if he had not been satisfied that it was 
Rnancially sound, and that it would be for the benefit of the society 
generally. He (Mr. Ellctt) was not only a country member of the society, 
but he was @ representative of a provincial law society, and on behalf of 
the society which he represented, that society taking a view which had 
been expressly sanctioned by provincial societies representing about 3,000 | 
country solicitors, he said they cordially welcomed this proposal, not | 
because of the relief to their own pockets with regard to the amount of | 
the subscription, but because they were convinced that it was a step 
towards the attainment of that which the vice-president had pointed out | 
had been their object—the promotion of the extension of the society, 
its improvement and usefulness, by adding a much larger number of 
ractising solicitors to its roll. The profession in the country might | 
airly claim, in an equal degree with their brethren in London, a desire to | 
promote professional organization. The number of solicitors in London | 
appearcd to be 5,800, and 2,729, or not quite half, were members of the | 
society. In the country there were 9,000 practising solicitors, and there 
were 4,600 either members of the Incorporated Law Society or of the 
rovincial societies, or of both. Therefore, he was able to claim in 
avour of the profession in the country that they were quite as sensible 
to the importance of professional organization as their brethren in | 
London. en the reason why the proposition commended itself so 
highly to solicitors in the country was that it removed a practical obstacle 
in the way of obtaining the addition of a larger number of country 
solicitors to the parent society. It was absolutely essential to professional 
organization throughout the country that there should be provincial 
societies fairly covering the whole country. The subscription to the 
gteat majority of provincial law societies was £1 or £1 ls. a year, and it 
was found that if the younger solicitors were induced to join the pro- 


vincial societies they demurred to the expense of joining the parent | 


society also. And it was firmly believed that if the resolution were passed | 
the provincial societies would be able, not only largely to increase their 
own ranks, but to send up a much larger number to join the parent 
society. It would be the effort of every provincial society to send the 
parent society as many members as they could. They appreciated very 
much the generous spirit which had prompted the motion, and every 
effort would be used to send more members to the Incorporated Law 
Society. Although there might be a falling off in income he believed it 
would be very temporary, and in the end it would be found that a 
moderate subscription would ensure a larger number of members and 
increased strength. There was never a time when it was more important 


that they should be strong. They found themselves day by day attacked | 


on every side, and there was incessant legislation which needed closely 
watching. Alterations of procedure were constantly being made, and 
very rarely so as to promote their interests—very frequently the reverse. 
These points could never be effectually dealt with except by a watchful 
central council, aided by the executive of provincial societies in active 
working all over the country. 

Mr. W. P. W. Puttimorr (London) asked what was the proportion of 
country law societies who advocated this change : 

e Presipent: Of the fifty-two societies, all of whom have answered, 
thirty-five were for, seven against, and the remainder doubtful. 

Mr. Hoorer (Biggleswade) moved an amendmeut to strike out the con- 
cluding words of the motion as follows:—‘‘ With an additional distinc- 
tion in favour of such of the same class of members as are also members 
of the provincial law society of the district in which they practise.” He 
was a member of a provincial law society, and he thought the members 
thoroughly got the value of their guinea in that society. They met to 
discuss legal questions, and they had the opportunity of representing 
their concrete opinion to the council, where he was sure it received the 
consideration which they would give to any suggestion from a provincial 
law a They had the privilege in their turn of entertaining the 
society at the provincial meetings, and he could not help thinking they 
had the thorcugh value of their guinea. 

Mr. J. Watrer (London) asked Mr. Hooper to explain the object of 
the amendment ; 


i 


Mr. Hoorrr said the object of the amendment was that members | 


of the provincial law societies should not be members of the Incorporated 
La» Society at a less subscription than £1 1s. He could not help feeling 
that the society was not overburdened with riches. He should be sorry to 
see the hands of the council straitened so that they could not discharge 
in the future the duties they had so ably discharged for the benefit of the 
profession. He felt that the change would be prejudicial to the interests 
of the profession, unnecessary, and uncalled for. 

Mr. J. Wuire (London) seconded the amendment. 

Mr. Watrer spoke in favour of the motion. The council were to be 
congratulated on the great advance they were making towards that esprit 
de corps which had been so much omitted and that brotherhood which had 
been altogether forgotten. The profession had been too much divided. 
The advance of the council now claimed the gratitude of every member of 
the society. 

Mr. F’. R. Parxer (London) called the attention of the meeting to the 
fact that the resolution was permissive to the council, and that, therefore, 
they need not make the distinctions unless they saw fit. It did appear to 
him to be simply a question for the provincial members of the society, and 
if they did not seek or court the change there was no occasion whatever 
to offer it to them. He would, therefore, urge on the council the desir- 
ability, as there must be a strong division of opinion between those who, 
in his point of vi2w, were solely interested in it, to withdraw this part of 
the resolution for the present. A great many of the members in London, 


he apprehended, would be disposed to support any recommendation of this 
sort that came to them from the council; but when they saw gentlemen 
of Mr. Hooper’s position coming forward as a representative of coun 
solicitors and challenging the views enunciated by Mr. Ellett, they should 
pause before adopting the resolution. 

Mr. Purttore pointed out that the second clause of the motion wag 
perfectly superfluous, because the first clause empowered the council to 
do just whatever they pleased. At their next meeting they could abrogate 
the resolution altogether. The Solicitors Bill had been referred to, but 
that Bill had not been submitted to the members of the socicty at large, 
who knew nothing about the Bill except what they had gathered from the 
general papers; nor was it submitted to the profession at large. The 
action of the council with regard to the certificate duty did not shew that 
they had the interests of the profession at large at heart, and did not give 
the members that fecling of confidence which they would otherwise have 
so much as to allow them to advocate the increasing by these means the 
membership of the society. He objected that the council had not taken 
the members sufficiently into their confidence. 

The Presipent said that since the issue of the notices between 300 
and 400 applications for membership from country members had been 
received. 

Mr. Wire said the subscription for the country members was £1, and 
the object of the resolution was no doubt to give the council power to 
reduce that subscription. The reason he had seconded the amendment 
was because he thought—and he knew many others thought also—that a 
member of the profession who would not contribute the small sum of £1 to 


| the maintenance of a society which devoted itself so greatly to ameliorat. 


ing his condition was a member who was not worth having. 
The Vice-Presrpent, in reply, said that the council had a double 
inducement in view. They wanted to place the members of the profession 


| in such a position that they could for a guinea belong to the two societies, 


It was an inducement to join the country society as well as the London 
society, and that was one of the principal objects they had had in view. 
It could not be said that there were seven dissentient societies. They were 
simply doubtful whether it would induce members to come in. The 
President had said that 350 had come in, and he (the Vice-President) had 
the strongest possible conviction that the best result would ensue. 

Mr. Wuite asked whether, if the country members had only to pay half- 
a-guinea, that would cover the cost of papers sent to them ? 

The Presipent said it would. The council had already calculated that. 

Mr. Hoover withdrew the amendment, and the resolution was adopted, 
with three dissentients. 


Tue Case or Mr. Turner. 

Mr. Kruser moved the following resolution, of which he had given 
notice :—‘‘ That Mr. William Turner, of Newcastle. under-Lyne, a mem- 
ber of this society, ought to be paid by this society his out-of-pocket 
expenses incurred in defending himself from the attack made on him in 
open court by Judge Jordan, and in the proceedings occasioned thereby.” 
He said he was rejoiced at the passing of the Solicitors Bill, which had 
made the society more of a prosecuting body than it was before. In his 
opinion it was time they also became a defending society. The case of 
Mr. Turner, he would remind the members, was brought before the 
society at the general meeting in April last, when a resolution was passed 
that if any application were received by the council from Mr. Turner in the 


| matter they be requested to consider it, and to report their opinion 


thereon to the society at a general meeting, and in the meantime to take 
such action in the matter as might to them seem meet. Mr. Turner had 
applied, and the council had taken proceedings on bis behalf by way of 
appeal to the Court of Appeal, and he (Mr. Kimber) believed the council 
paid the costs of the appeal, amounting to £80. 

The Prestpent: £171. 

Mr. Kier said that if the costs of the appeal only amounted to £171, 
what must have been the expense to which Mr. Turner had been put in 
the court below. He (Mr. Kimber) had been told that the out-of-pocket 
expenses had come to between £200 and £300. The circumstances under 
which he had been attacked were these: Mr. Turner had had a charge 
made against him by a former client, who sued him in the county court 
for the return of £10, which she swore was given to him for the particular 
purpose of taking the opinion of aQ.C. From the documents which Mr. 
Turner had produced in court it was quite clear that this was not the case, 


| but the judge had directed the jury against Mr. Turner, and they had 
| returned a verdict against him for £10. The only recourse left to Mr. 


Turner was to take proceedings for perjury before the magistrates, when 


| the client appeared by counsel, and asked permission to make an apology, 


stating that she had been mistaken, and that the evidence she had given 
was false. Mr. Turner mercifully instructed his counsel to say, ‘' Very well, 


| under these circumstances, acknowledged in open court, and not having 


done anything unprofessional, I do not mind withdrawing.’”’ Mr. Turner 
| then moved the county court judge for a new trial, and upon that motion 
| the county court judge had chosen to make some very unwarrantable and 
| unjust remarks with regard to Mr. Turner and his professional conduct. 

The judge told Mr. Turner he was a gentleman who never liked to have a 
| verdict against him, and made other observations of that kind. Mr. 
| Turner had done nothing to draw down such censure. Supposing they 
| had been allowed to pass, he might have been ruined absolutely. At any 
| moment a solicitor who was absent from court, and represented simply by 
| his managing clerk pethaps, might be liable to judicial slander, and an 

idea that he was undeserving of his position as a solicitor would go forth 
| to the world. It was high time, if they could not prosecute for judicial 
slander, that they should at least defend themselves from these attacks. 
Mr. Turner had been accused by the judge of offering to the court a wilful 
insult, but he (Mr, Kimber) asserted that the insult was not wilful, inas- 
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much as Mr. Turner had been insulted in the first place. If this sort of 
thing was allowed to go on they might well have reason to lament the 
lowering of the status of the profession. The Court of Appeal seemed to 
have taken a different view from the Divisional Court. Lord Justice Lopes 
had stated that he thought there had been indiscretion on both sides. 
Well, there might have been, but he (Mr. Turner) did what Lord Justice 
Lopes or any other judge would have done if placed in Mr. Turner's 
position. Mr. Turner had simply said that he thought the observation of 
the learned judge was a most unjust remark. Had they never heard such 
observations from counsel in the High Court of Justice? The cases were 
numerous in which counsel had, very properly and justly, made such obser- 
yations, but the judges had, as a rule, behaved like gentlemen and imme- 
diately offered an apology. Judge Jordan ought to have offered an 
apology. But he fined Mr. Turner £5 in the presence of the public, and 
because he would not pay sentenced him to gaol. But before the expira- 
tion of the sentence the judge went to the prison and took Mr. Turner out, 
an admission that he (the judge) was ia the wrong. He (Mr. Kimber) 
asserted that Mr. Turner had only erred under provocation, if at all, and 
it would be becoming on the part of the society to indemnify him, at least 
his out-of-pocket expenses. 

Mr. Szrizy (London) seconded the motion. 

Mr. H. Marxny, speaking on behalf of the council, thought that if the 
meeting would consider what the council had done they would feel that 
they had acted with a considerable amount of liberality towards Mr. Turner, 
and that there must be some limit in the business. The society could not, 
on every occasion, find all the costs, because a member of the society had 
gotinto an unfortunate dispute. Mr. Kimber had referred to the judg- 
ment of one of the Lords Justices. Really he (Mr. Markby) thought that 
summed up the matter very well indeed. After observing that it was im- 
possible to say from what had occurred that the judge of the county 
court might not have inferred a wilful insult, their lordships had dis- 
missed the appeal with costs, one of their lordships observing that the case 
was of some importance, and that the incident which had produced it 
was regrettable, and might have been avoided by the exercise of a little 
tact and temper on both sides. It was an insult to the court. At the 





time Mr. Turner was appealed to by a solicitor of the district of con- 
siderable standing to withdraw the expression, and he declined to do 
so, and these proceedings had resulted. The case had never been 
brought before the council, except by a request to send forward some 
papers to the Lord Chancellor, until the meeting in April. That meeting 
appeared to have been of opinion that some assistance should be given to 
Mr Turner, and accordingly the fees of counsel on the appeal were paid 
by the council. Judge Jordan had then issued execution to recover his | 
costs, and these, amounting to £171 15s. 2d., were paid by the council, | 
a very considerable sum, which Mr. Pennington, the chairman of the | 
Finance Committee. had authorized him (Mr. Markby) to say, looking at 
other expenses which were incurred by the society, was quite as much as 
the society could afford. The society had conducted a case, as the members | 
knew, to the House of Lords, the case of Parker and others v. Bl:nkhorn, | 
which had cost upwards of £700, although it had resulted in a judgment | 
very favourable to the interests of the profession, and the council hoped the 
meeting would feel that they gave the best consideration to these matters 
they could, and that they did as much as they thought the funds of the 
society would allow and the urgency of the case demanded. He hoped | 
the course which had been taken by the council would receive the approval | 
of the meeting. 

Mr. Kimper, in reply, said that no doubt, as Mr. Markby had stated, 
Mr. Turner’s remark was an insult to the judge. The question was 
whether it was a wilful insult. The law said the insult must be wilful. 
Was it fair that Mr. Turner should be asked to withdraw his words. If 
there had been mutual apologies on both sides then he (Mr. Kimber) could 
have understood it. He thought the feeling of the meeting in April was 
that Mr. Turner should be indemnified. 

The motion was negatived. 





Orricges or Reoistrar, &c., In CHANCERY. 

The following notice stood on the paper of business :—Mr. Kimber | 
will move :—‘‘ That the recommendations of Lord Esher’s committee | 
for amalgamating the offices of registrar, chief clerk, and taxing 
master in Chancery are salutary, but the office of registrar will never | 
be satisfactorily performed, nor much of the delay and public dis- 
gust at the present system be avoided, so long as solicitors are prevented | 
from drawing their own orders, subject to the approval of the court,”’ | 
but at the suggestion of the president the words “and public disgust ”’ , 
were omitted. 

Mr. Kruper then moved the resolution. He said the meeting must be 
aware that all the orders in winding-up matters before the chief clerks were 
drawn up by the solicitors themselves and ‘em to the chief clerks for 

ature. The recommendations of Lord Esher’s Committee were to the 
effect that the whole administrative staff of the Chancery Division should 
eventually be brought under the control of the several chancery judges 
by attaching to each judge a sufficient number of clerks to do all the 
business of ehancery causes and matters, including the drawing of orders 
and taxing of costs; the duties of such clerks and the distribution of 
business among them to be determined by rules to be made by the judges 
of the Chancery Divislon. And, in order to carry out this resolution, 
power should be taken by which, on any vacancy occurring among the 
registrars or taxing masters, or their clerks, such vacancies should be filled 
by appointing additional chief and other clerks to act with the present 
chief clerks and their clerks. Recommendaticn 18, also, was to the effect 
that, so far as possible, proceedings in chambers should, when commenced, 
be continued until completed, and that for that purpose the system of 
giving long appointments for a limited time, as for one or two hours, 





should be discontinued, and matters in chambers uiring long appoint- 
ments should, when ready, be set down in a daily list and taken in turn, 
and, so far as possible, be carried on till completion. Recommendation 
No. 28 was to the effect that many of the orders made in chambers other 
than money orders should be drawn by the chief clerks unless the judge 
otherwise directed, and that an order signed by a chief clerk, or an indorse- 
ment on the summons signed or initialed by a chief clerk, should be for all 
purposes sufficient evidence of the order having been made. But, for his 
argument, the most important recommendation was that draft certificates 
should be prepared by the solicitor of the party having the carriage of the 
order, and be settled by the judge in chambers when he so directed. If 
solicitors were competent to draw the certificates, were they not competent 
to draw the orders? If they were competent to draw orders in bankruptcy, 
were they not competent to draw such orders as they required when 
they went to the High Court? The orders drawn for the chief clerks were 
very much more difficult than those drawn for the High Court. Were 
they to be delayed, for months very often, in the registrar’s office before 
they got to work? He had been in correspondence with the Lord Chan- 
cellor, who had referred him to [ord Esher’s Committee, but he had 
pointed out to his lordship that it did not appear to him that this would 
get rid of the delay in the registrar’s office. It appeared to him (Mr. 
Kimber) that solicitors could draw their own orders very much better than 
the registrars themselves could. 

Mr. More (London) seconded the motion. 

Mr. Markny thought it well to state that at the present moment a 
joint committee of the Bar Committee and of the council was sitting to 
consider various matters connected with the business in chancery, and 
probably this would be one of the questions which would come before them. 
He was not quite prepared to agree to the full extent with Mr. Kimber. 
Mr. Kimber said ‘‘ all orders’? ; Lord Esher had said ‘* many orders.’’ 
He (Mr. Markby) would submit for the consideration of the meeting 
that there were in the orders of the Chancery Division some of a very 
highly technical nature, in which it was important to have the assistance 
of the registrar. There might be orders of another kind which solicitors 
might draw, and he did agree fully with Mr. Kimber in one thing, and 
that was that it would be very desirable that a solicitor, having the 
carriage of the matter, should be at liberty to draw the certificate. That 
would, as far as his experience went, very much advance the business, 
He did not know whether Mr. Kimber would leave the matter to be taken 
into consideration by the committee, and not tie them down to all orders, 

Mr. Kiuzer said that so long as it was taken into consideration by the 
committee he was very well satisfied. 

Mr. Crook (London) wished to enter a protest against its being 
supposed that Mr. Kimber’s opinions were those of the members of the 
profession who had the most to do with such matters. He (Mr. Crook) had 





| had at least as much experience as Mr. Kimber, and he asserted generally 


that if a man looked after his practice as he should do, and if he went to 
the registrar in a reasonable way, he would get his business done in a 
reasonable time. He (Mr. Crook) would be sorry to have cast upon him 
the additional duty of haviug to draw these orders, which, notwith- 


| standing his experience, he felt himself incompetent to do. 


Mr. H. Roscoz (London) observed that he had been a member of Lord 
Esher’s Committee, and that it had uot met for the last two years. The 
committee had reported, and he supposed there was an end of it. But 
there was a committee of the council in existence, and he thought it might 
communicate with the Bar Committee on the subject. 

The motion was withdrawn. 

County Covrts, 

Mr. F. K. Munron (London) had given notice of a motion as follows : — 
‘That, looking to the volume of substantial work now thrown into the 
scattered London county courts, this meeting is of opinion that a Central 
Metropolitan Issuing Office is immediately called for,’’ but 

The Presrpent stated that at his (Mr. Munton’s) request it would be 


postponed until the general meeting in April. 


Sorrcrrors’ ANNUAL Certiricate Dury. 


Mr. Cuarzes Forp (London) had given notice of a motion as follows :— 
‘‘That, in the opinion of this meeting, while the interests of solicitors 
have for years past called for the abolition of the solicitors’ annual certi- 
ficate duty, yet the interests of this society, consisting of about 5,000 
members, and the position of its finances, render the abolition of this tax 
undesirable, involving, as it would, the loss to this society of nearly 
£4,000 a year,” but 

The Prestpent said that at his (Mr. Ford’s) request it would stand over 
until the April meeting. 

Law Ctvs. 

The Preswent said that Mr. Ford had asked bim to answer the ques- 
tions of which he (Mr. Ford) had given notice. He proposed to do so, 
but must guard himself from admitting that there wae any right for a 
member who was not present to have answers given to questions of which 
he had given notice. The bye-law was silent on the subject, but he 
would reserve the right to decline to answer questions in the absence of 
the member. As the questions were easily answered, and he rather pre- 
ferred that questions put in acertain character should be answered, he 
proposed to answer them. Mr. Ford had given notice to ask ‘‘ whether it 
was the intention of the council to secure for solicitors recently admitted 
the same inducements to join the Law Club as have er been offered 
as regards joining the eociety?”” To that his reply would be that the 
council had no power whatever to make any change in the terms of admis- 
sion tothe club. Mr. Ford had also given notice to ask ‘‘of how many 
members of the soctety the Law Club now consists? ’’ to which he would 
state that the council had no knowledge whatever on the subject. Mr, 





240 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





Feb. 9, 1889. 














Ford further inquired ‘‘ whether it is in contemplation by the council to 
possess themselves of the club premises for use by the general body of 
members of the society without any additional subscription ; or, in the 
alternative, for exclusive use by law students as a students’ library and 
otherwise ; a fair rental for same to be charged against the Students’ 
Fee Fund, amounting to over £10,000 a year?’’ The answer would be 
that the council saw no reason whatever, and had certainly no intention 
whatever, of making any alteration with regard to the arrangements of 
the club which had been over and over again deliberately sanctioned by 
general meetings of the society. 


Socrery’s Accounts. 

The Presipent said Mr, Ford had asked as follows :—‘‘ Whether, refer- 
ring to p. 42 of the last annual report of the council, the alterations in the 
annual accounts of the society will give not only details of the receipts on 
account of articled clerks, but the actual as distinguished from the esti- 
mated expenditure on account of articled clerks, as contemplated by sec- 
tion 8 of the Solicitors Act, 1877?’’ The reply was that the council had 
under consideration no further or other alteration than that they had 
already intimated in their report of last year, which report was now 
before the auditors for consideration. 


Tue Soctety AND LE&GIsLATION. 

The Prestpent said Mr. Ford had given notice to ask ‘‘ whether the 
following paragraph, contained in a paper published in the Law Times of 
5th of January inst., and purporting to have been issued by the council, 
was actually issued by them :—‘ The achievements in legislation to which 
allusion has been made go far to shew that the governing body take a 
high-minded as well as an eminently practical view of the society’s powers 
of public usefulness,’’’ His answer to that was, that it was not. 


Mortons 1n THE Cuancery Drvisto0n. 

The Presipent said that Mr. Ford had given notice to ask ‘‘ what the 
council have done in reference to a resolution unanimously adopted on the 
motion of Mr. Ford at a general meeting of the society in April, 1884, to 
the effect that motions in the Chancery Division ought to be set down on 
lista and taken in their order on such lists; and as to which resolution 
Mr. C. T. Saunders, as president, in answer to an inquiry by Mr. Ford at 
the April meeting, 1885, stated that the then Lord Chancellor has promised 
to bring the matter Fefore the Rule Committee of Judges?’? He would 
reply that the whole subject of these arrangements was now under con- 
sideration by a Pe committee of members of the bar and of members of 
the council, and that among other questions would in due course come 
before the committee. 

A vote of thanks to the President proposed by Mr. E. Newman, and 
seconded by Mr. E. Kruner, terminated the proceedings. 


WORCESTERSHIRE 
LAW SOCIETY. 

The annual general meeting of this society was held on the 30th ult. 
There were present: Mr. T. G. Hyde in the chair, and Messrs. W. P. 
Hughes, F. Corbett, T. Roberts, S. B. Garrard, H. Goldingham, J. Stal- 
lard, J. Stallard, jun., W. T. Curtler, J. H. Yonge, and F.R. Jeffery, 
hon. sec. 

The report of the committee and treasurer’s accounts for the past year 
were received and adopted. 

Mr. Ambrose William Knott was unanimously elected president, Mr. 
Richard Canning Hill vice-president, Messrs. H. Goldingham and §, B, 
Garrard, auditors, Mr. E. A. Davies, hon. treasurer, and Mr. F. Ronald 
Jeffery, hon. secretary for the ensuing year. The following gentlemen, 
viz., Messrs. F. Corbett, T. G. Hyde, 8. Southall, J. Stallard, jun., and 
J. H. Yonge, were elected members of the committee in addition to the 
officers of the society. Mr. Richard Arthur Essex, of Worcester, solicitor, 
was elected a member of the society. 

A cordial vote of thanks was passed to Mr. J. H. Whatley for his valu- 
able services as president during the past year. 


WORCESTER AND INCORPORATED 





The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.—The present number of members is fifty-three as against 
fifty-six last year. 

The Land Transfer Bill.—The above Bill was again introduced by the 
Lord Chancellor in the early part of the late session of Parliament, and 
has been carefully considered by your committee and its progress watched. 
A meeting of representatives of the various provincial law societies and 
the oe Law Society was held in March last, when the provisions 
of the Bill were fully discussed and certain important resolutions passed 
thereupon, embodying the views of the profession and of your committee 
on the main principles of the Bill. This society was ably represented by 
Mr. F. Corbett. The committee also took steps to bring their views with 
regard to the Bill before the various members of Parliament for the city 
and county of Worcester, and had personal interviews with Mr. G. W. 
Hastings, M.P., and Sir Edmund A. H. Lechmere, Bart., M.P. The Bill 
was referred by the House of Lords to a Select Committee, who only 
reported on it late in the session, but no doubt it will be re-introduced 
early in the forthcoming session. 

The Land Charges Registration and Searches Act, 1888.—This Act provides 
for the registration in one office of all writs and orders, receiving orders, 
deeds of arrangement affecting land and statutory charges for improve- 
ments, drainage, and other purposes, and that, until registration, the 
ame shall be void as against purchasers. This Act increases the security 
of purchasers, 





The Trustee Act, 1888.—This is to solicitors the most important Act of 
the session and will be welcomed by trustees and the profession alike. 
Amongst other numerous very important provisions, it is provided that 
trustees may, after the commencement of the Act, authorize their solicitor 
to receive purchase-moneys and that the production of the purchase deed 
by the vendor's solicitor, containing a receipt for the purchase-money, 
will be sufficient to discharge the purchaser, and that, subject to 
provisions as to valuations and otherwise, trustees are protected in lending 
up to two-thirds of the value of the mortgaged property including house 

roperty. 

‘ Extension of the Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom.—Your 
committee recently received a communication from the Incorporated 
Law Society, U.K., drawing attention to the suggestions contained 
in the address of the president of that society, delivered at the Annual 
Provincial Meeting, held at Newcastle-on-Tyne, on the 16th of October, 
1888, advocating the extension of the Incorporated Law Society by 
bringing the same into closer connection with the provincial law societies, 
and stating that a committee ot the Incorporated Law Society, which had 
been appointed to consider the matter, was disposed to recommend that 
after the lst of January, 1889, members of provincial law societies should, 
on admission to the Incorporated Law Society, be only required to pay 
half the subscription of country members who do not belong to any 
provincial law society, and inquiring this society’s views with regard to 
the proposal. Your committee, having considered the matter, were of 
opinion that the proposed concession would be generally acceptable to the 
members of this society, and stated their willingness, as far as possible, to 
induce members of this society to avail themselves of the advantages 
offered. Your committee feel that the Incorporated Law Society is 
entitled to the support of the profession generally, and that it is in the 
highest degree desirable, having regard to the greater authority given to that 
society by the Solicitors Act, 1888, that it should embrace all or a very 
large majority of solicitors. 





LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At a meeting of the directors held at the hall of the Incorporated Law 
Society, on Thursday, the 7th inst., the following being present, viz :— 
Mr. John Boodle (Chairman), Messrs. Finch, Gregory, Hedger, Nisbet, 
Sidney Smith, and Arthur Carpenter (secretary), grants of £15 each were 
made to two non-members, and the ordinary general business was 
transacted. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
THE SOLICITORS’ HONOURS EXAMINATION. 


Candidates who could manage the conveyancing paper at the Pass Exam. 
ination would find no peculiar difficulty in the corresponding paper in 
Honours. Question 2 required some knowledge of practical conveyancing 
and of the Settled Land Act, 1884. The recent case of Re Jupp, Jupp v. 
Buckwell, quoted among our Students’ Cases on September 22, was in- 
volved in one of the questions. Question 10 was a very searching question, 
taking the student over the Trustee Act, 188%, and several cases 
such as Webb v. Jonas, &c. The paper in equity was also quite as easy as 
that given at the Pass Examination—in fact, to a student who has only 
read Brett’s Leading Cases in Modern Equity, probably easier, but a few 
cases of more recent date than that work were touched upon, such as 
Wright v. Hortm, Allen v. Partington, &. No one can with reason com- 
plain of the common law paper; the wording of the 23rd question was 
long, but the distinction is transparent. To contrast “apparent posses- 
sion” under the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, with ‘‘ possession, order, and 
disposition ’’ under the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, however, requires some 
time and thought. One or two of the questions in the paper on the addi- 
tional subjects were tiresome, especially question 39, on the offence of 
sending an unseaworthy ship to sea. 





THE LONDON UNIVERSITY LL.B. HONOURS. 


This examination was held on the 22nd and 23rd of January in common 
law and equity. In common law the questions, though searching, were 
fairly distributed, but perhaps too many were asked on Easements, one of 
the subjects of the Pass Examination. The papers set in equity do not 
impress us as such as should be distributed among candidates tor Honours 
in Law and for the LL.B. degree. To find six out of a total of twenty 
questions on the law of partnership (also one of the subjects for the Pass 
Examination) is very.strange and hardly fair to the LL.B. candidate, who 
would surely not be devoting about one-third of his time to this subject ; 
and altogether the paper is flavoured too strongly with practice points 
and incidental matters in procedure, such as receivers, costs, period of the 
suit to apply for certain orders, &c. Such matters may be things of 
everyday occurrence in the chambers of a barrister with a large practice ; 
but a man may be a first-rate lawyer and entitled to university distinction 
in law without being familiar with Daniell’s Chancery Practice. 





RECENT RESULTS. 


At the recent Intermediate Solicitors’ Examination 191 entered and 133 
passed; at the Final, out of 233 candidates 147 passed, giving 30°3 and 
36°9 per cent. of failures. At the London LL.B. between 50 and 60 
entered, out of whom 4 were in the first division and 13 in the second. 
Only some dozen candidates faced the LL.B. Honours papers, and only & 
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ieetaaaiial 3 being in the first class and 2 in the second. The result of 
the Solicitors’ Honours Examination, though held some five days or so be- 
fore the LL.B. Honours Examination, was not expected to be known at the 


earliest before Friday, the 8th of February. 





INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 

INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 
The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Intermediate Examination held on the 17th of January, 


1889 :— 
Ainley, Herbert 
Asher, Felix William 
Badham, Norman 
Barrow, Richard Sowton 
Barton, John William 
Belk, Thomas 
Bentley, Charles 
Berridge, Harry Morpott 
Bevan, Harold Buckley 
Bevon, Samuel Peter 
Bew, James Albert Morris 
Biddle, George William Millis, Albert Thomas 
Billington, Ernest William Moore, Robert Newbold 
Binyon, John Frederick, B.A. Musgrave, John Henry 
Blazeby, Horace Henry Newbegin, Ernest Warne 
Boltop, Edward Alured Nimmo, David 
Botterill, Herbert Ouvry, Ernest Carrington 
Brighouse, Alexander Davidson Pacy, Gabriel Reay 
Brindley, Evelyn Park, John Robert 
Brooke, William John Parkes, John Amery 
Brookes, Henry Langham, B.A. Parrott, Walter Alexander Sando 
Burrow, Frederic Pearson, John Alfred Shaw 
Burrow, Raymund Peet, Henry 
Butterworth, Robert Harry SmethurstPerks, Edwin Hollis, B.A. 
Canham, Alfred Henry Pickin, William John 
Carter, Henry Wilfrid Porter, Leonard Lachlan 
Chilcott, Edward Williams, B.A. Pritchard, Godfrey, B.A. 
Clark, Herbert Robert, B.A. Rackham, Thomas Charles Martelli 
Cohen, Baruch Richards, James Howard 
Compston, John Albert Riley, Harry Eastwood 
Cooper, Arthur Savage Roberts, Cecil Charles 
Coupland, Joseph Hedworth Roberts, Elias 
Davidson, Norman Roberts, George Cecil 
Davies, Colin Rees Robson, Alexander 
Davies, William Richards Robson, Leonard Gray 
Day, Sam Cheetham Sele, Frederic William Reed 
Dixon, Robert Sanderson, Rupert Bernard 
Dunning, Humphrey Percy Scammell, Stephen Malcolm 
Edgley, Walter Shea, Sidney 
Edlin, Edward Frederick Holberton Simpson, Harry Faulkner 
Edwards, William Henry Slade, Evan Martin 
Ellis, Claude Bertram Slater, Charles William 
Ellis, Cuthbert Freaerick Small, Edward Henry Thomas 
Evans, Thomas Fewson, B.A. 
Firth, William Smith, Josiah 
Furneaux, John Mudge Smith, Robert Summers, B.A. 
Garner, Herbert Walker Stratton, Henry Eldridge 
Gibbons, Charles Stringer, George Ralph Herbert 
Gibson, James Camochan Stubbs, Charles John 
Gibson, Richard Ernest Hooper Taylor, Richard Walton 
Gocher, Leonard Thomas, George 
Gonin, Alphonse Willett Thomas, Lewis Drew 
Hales, Frederick William Thompson, Alfred Henry 
Hamer, James Arthur Toller, Frederic Hugh 
Heiron, Arthur Tucker, William Robey 
Henderson, Harry Beatty Turner, Stanley 
Higgins, Henry Vincent Warden, Stanley Charles 
Higgs, Edwin Watkin, William Williams 
Hodges, Francis Nowell Webb, Albert Jenkins 
Homer, Alfred Webb, Harvey Wilson 
Hoyle, Theodore White, Arthur Hastings 
Hudson, Robert Wilkinson, Sidney James 
Hurd, Samuel Martin Williams, John Lee Bromley 
Ingle, William Brouncker Withers, John James, B.A. 
Johnstone, Henry Withy, Arthur Edward, B.A. 
Jones, Owen Tudor Wood, Robert Percival 
Jones, Thomas Rees Young, Walter Plomer 


Kay, James Sellers 

Kitson, Robert Paul 

Knowles, John 

Leigh, Norman 

Lewis, Thomas Percy 

Long, Alexander John Wakeman 
Mansford, Henry 

se William Turnavine, B.A. 
Mawby, Frederick Tusting 

May, Frank Morley 

May, James 





Finat Examination. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
—_——- at the Final Examination held on the 15th and 16th of January, 
Abbott, Edmund Rushworth 
Anderson, William 
Atkinson, Wemyss Henry 
Atter, Francis Ward 
Backhouse, Richard Onians 
Bailey, Harry 
Bailey, Hinton James 


Blagg, Francis Edward 

Board, William Arthur 

Bolton, Henry Lushington, M.A. 
Bolton, Robert Charles 

Booth, George Henry 

Booth, Herbert Edward 
Bradbury, Charles Edward 


Broomhead, George Heeley 
Bryett, Frederick Ernest 
Bull, Frank Kimber 

Bull, Thomas Henr: 

Burnett, James Ridley, B.A. 
Burton, Arthur Angell, B.A. 
Cadle, Harry Sidney, B.A. 
Cafferata, Wilfrid Charles 
Calvert, John Henry 

Carden, Herbert Arthur John 
Chapman, Thomas Denton 
Charles, Robert William 
Clarke, William Richard Crawford 
Cooper, William Butterworth 
Cotton, Roland Ord 
Crompton, Cuthbert 

Cross, John Trevor 

Crouch, Leonard Wing 

Day, John Estcourt 

Deans, Henry Stapleton 
Denton, Albert Woodruffe 
Ede, Edward Hornby, B.A., LL.B. 
Evans, Harold John 

Fawcus, Louis Edward, B.A. 
Fearnley, John 

Faller, Edgar Henry 

Genge, Henry Arthur Pope 
Gilling, Henry Thomas, B.A., LL.B. 
oddard, Eugene Hill 
Godson, Ernest Henry 
Goodman, George 

Goulding, Willian Haworth 
Greaves, Charles Henry 
Green, William Thomas 


Hallam, Walter William 
Hamilton, John Zachary Macaulay 
Hampton, William Roberts 
Harper, Charles John Stuart 
Harris, Reginald James 

Hawkins, Benjamin 

Hemingway, Stanley 

Hickley, Leonard William North 
Hobbs, Edward 

Hobson, Alfred Edward 

Holland, William Thomas, B.A. 
Humphreys, Francis Joseph, B.A. 
Hurd, Herbert Edward 

Iveson, Lancelot Crooke 

Jackson, Maxwell, B.A. 

Jackson, Robert Harry 

Jackson, Stephen Hart 

James, James John 

Jecks, Harold Harry Robertson 
Jevons, Rowland, B.A. 

Jewson, Frank 

Jones, Arthur Wansbrough, B.A. 
Jones, Thomas Davies 

Kinloch, Harry Graham, B.A. 
Kiss, James Frederick 
Knight, Percy Wilton 
Lach-Szyrma, Horatio 
Somerville 

Lawson, Smith 

Leak, Frederick Osborne Simeon 


Ignatius 


McMaster, og 

Mawer, Arthur Jefferay 

Melbourn, Newell Wells 

Moulding, Arthur Wallis 

New, Oliver Huxham 

Newson, Walter Alexander, B.A. 
Newton, Frank 

Nodes, Sydenham William Stephen- 


son 
Oldfield, Martin Percy 
Parker, James Kenyon 
Paull, Frederick Reginald 
Payne, Thomas Stockwood 
Pearce, Seward 
Peckham, Arthur Maitland 
Perrins, William Dyson 
Philipps, Hugh Grismond 
Phillips, James Robert, B.A. 
Pink, John Edward 
Powell, Frederic William 
Preston, Herbert Sansome 
Price, James Benjamin Garsed 
Pullan, Herbert Thorntoa 
Rhodes, Samuel Robert 
Richards, Rees David 
Ripley, James Neal 
Rogers, Ernest Abethell 
Rogers, Hywel Llewelyn 
Rumney, Abram Wren, B.A. 
Ruston, Alfred Stanley 
Shepard, Harry James 
Shoesmith, John William 
Sims, Arthur 
Stevenson, Arthur Gavin, B.A. 


Gregson, Harold Strangeways Knight Stone, Arthur Carlyon Stanley 


Stone, Charles Cecil 

Strong, Noel Whitley 

Stuchbery, Thomas William 

Swift, Ernest William 

Sykes, James 

Thomas, Arthur Russell 

Thomas, Rhys Goring 

en John Charles Moreton, 


Tilly, James 

Tolhurst, Alfred Ignatius 

Tweedy, Arthur Clement 

Tyler, Jacob 

Varooe, James 

Vicary, George Edward 

Walker, Miles 

Walker, Reginald Thomas 

Wall, John William 

Watson, Henry 

Watson, William Francis 

Watts, Augustine, M.A. 

Webster, William 

Weddell, Alexander George, B.A. 

Wellington, James 

Westcott, Arthur Herbert 

Whitehead, Thomas Arthur 

Whitford-Hawkey, Edward Thomas 
Theophilus, B.A. 

Williams, Arthur Harrison, B.A. 

Wilmshurst, Walter Leslie 








solicitor in 1861. 
Oandlewick. 


Frederick Scudamore. Mr. Brennan 


Judicature. 


been appointed Clerk to the Malvern 





Barton, George Albert Breakell, Walter 


to the county magistrates at Malvern. He was admitted a solicitor in 
1875. 


Levitt, John Arthur Wilton, Henry Pleydell 
Lowe, Edward Stinton, B.A. Withall, Charles 
Lydekker, Edgar, B.A. 
LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Tuomas Henry Barruertr, solicitor, of 140, Cannon-street, has 
been elected Chairman of the Officers and Olerks Committee of the Court 
of Common Council for the ensuing year. Mr. Bartlett was admitted a 
He is a Common Oouncilman for the Ward of 


Mr. Joun Brennan, solicitor, of Maidstone, has been appointed Regis- 
trar of the Maidstone County Court (Circuit No. 48), and District Registrar 
under the Judicature Acts, in succession to his 


partner, the late Mr. 
was admitted a solicitor in 1855. 


Mr. Atzert James Franxurn, solicitor, of Gloucester, has been ap- 
pointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 


Mr. Wiri1am Lamssrt, solicitor, of Worcester and Great Malvern, has 


Local Board. Mr. Lambert is clerk 
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Mr. Freperick Francis Situ, solicitor (of the firm of Hayward & 
Smith), of Rochester, has been appointed Registrar of the Rochester 
County Court (Circuit No. 48), to act jointly with his partner, Mr. William 
Webb Hayward. Mr. Smith is the son of the late Mr. Frederick James 
Smith, barrister. He was admitted a solicitor in 1878. 

Mr. Grorcr Henry Lona, solicitor (of the firm of Long, Durnford, & 
Lovegrove), of Windsor, has been elected an Alderman in the Kent 
County Council. Mr. Long was admitted a solicitor in 1846. He is town 
clerk of Windsor, clerk to the Windsor Board of Guardians, and clerk to 
the Commissioners of Taxes for the Hundred of Stoke, and his firm are 
joint clerks to the county magistrates for the Windsor and Stoke 
Divisions. 

Mr. Atan Ltioyp, solicitor, of St. Asaph and Denbigh, has been elected 
an Alderman in the Flintshire County Council. Mr. Lloyd was admitted 
a solicitor in 1881. He is solicitor to the Welsh Anti-Tithe League. 


Mr. Joun Hervert Lewis, solicitor (of the firm of Lewis & Davies), of 
Liverpool and Mostyn, has been elected an Alderman in the Flintshire 
County Oouncil. Mr. Lewis isan M.A. of Exeter College, Oxford. He 
was admitted a solicitor in 1882. 


Mr. Grorce Marruews Arnoxp, solicitor (of the firm of Arnold, 
Fooks, & Chadwick), of 60, Carey-street, has been elected an Alderman 
in the Kent County Council. Mr. Arnold was admitted a solicitor in 
1847. 

Mr. Epwarp WavgGu, solicitor, late of Cockermouth, has been elected 
an alderman in the Cumberland County Council. Mr. Waugh is the son 
of Mr. John Lamb Waugh, of Irthington, and was born in 1816. He was 
admitted a solicitor about the year 1838. Mr. Waugh was M.P. for 
Cockermouth in the Liberal interest from 1880 till 1885. 


Mr. Turopore Curistoruer, solicitor, of 38, Bedford-row, W.C., has 
been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme 
Court of Judicature. Mr. Christopher was admitted a solicitor in 1882. 

Mr. Tom Tvaner, J.P., solicitor, of Beverley, a member of the County 
Council for the East Riding of Yorkshire, was at the first meeting of the 
council elected an alderman. 

GENERAL, 


At Bow-street, on the 5th inst., says the Zimes, before Mr. Vaughan, a 
solicitor named Anthony F. Peacock was charged with fraudulently convert- 


ing to his own use the sum of £945 6s. 4d., of which he was thetrnstee. Mr. | 


Charles Mathews, instructed by Mr. Sayer, prosecuted on behalf of the Trea- 
sury; Mr. Morris, solicitor, defended. Mr. Mathews said the prisoner was 
charged under 24 & 25 Vict. c, 91, s. 80. In compliance with the pro- 
visions of that section, the /at of the Attorney-General had been obtained 
authorizing the institution of these proceedings. Mr. James Buckle, 66, 
Josephine-avenue, Brixton, deposed that up to August, 1886, he had been 
co-trustee, with a gentleman named Leighton, of a fund of about £6,000. 
Mr. Leighton died in the interim, and it became necessary to apnoint 
another trustee. The witness consulted the prisoner, who was his solici- 
tor, and who practised in Clement’s-inn, Strand. He said that he had no 
objection to be a co-trustee, and the witness explained that the joint 
trusteeship would only apply to £1,000 of the funds, The prisoner asked 


for, and obtained, the trust deed. The witness had never seen it since. | 
(Mr. Mathews called for it, and it was produced by the prisoner's solici- | 


tor.) The prisoner was to prepare a deed appointing himself trustee. 
Subsequently the prisoner shewed the witness a deed of appointment. It 
was signed, and a clerk in the prisoner’s employment attested the eigna- 


tures. The deed was left in the prisoner’s possession. (Mr. Mathews | 


called upon the prisoner's solicitor to produce it. He could not do so.) 
On the 23rd of December the witness called on the prisoner at his office 
and handed him a cheque for £945 6s. 4d. Prior to that the prisoner had 
stated that he knew of an investment in a house that was worth 
£1,500. The witness accepted the investment and asked for the mort- 
gage-deeds the next day. The prisoner said they were in the bank. The 
witness said he wanted them, to which the prisoner replied, ‘‘I am trustee 
as well as you, and have as much right to them as you have.”” He made 
the same remark on subsequent occasions. Up to April, 1888, he for- 
warded the interest on the money every six months by two cheques for 
£6 8s, 8d. and £6 3s. 6d. After Apri! he ceased to act for the witness, and 


he placed his affairs in the hands of Messrs. Garrett & Sons, who made | 


inquiries. Cross-examined, the witness said he never knew whether the 
money was or was not invested. He was not aware that the money was 
advanced on mortgage to Mr. Lloyd, of Sutton. Formal evidence was 
given shewing the cashing of the cheque and the payment of the money 
into the prisoner’s eccount. Sergeant Enright proved the prisoner’s 
arrest. e made no reply to the charge, and was now committed for 
trial. Mr. Vaughan declined to accept bail. 








The issue is announced of £2,500,000 Local Loans Stock at three per 
cent. per annum, paysble quarterly, minimum price £103 per cent. The 
Bank of England are authorized to receive on Tuesday, the 12th of Feb- 
ruary, tenders for £2,500,000 Local Loans Stock. Trustees are empowered 
under the Act to invest in this Stock. The firet quarter's dividend on this 
issue will be payable on the 5th of April next. Tenders must be delivered 
at the chief cashier’s office, Bank of England, before two o’clock on the 
above day, and a deposit of £5 per cent. on the nominal amount of the 
Stock tendered for must be paid at the time of the delivery of the tender ; 
the deposit must not be enclosed in the tender. 

The Metropolitan Coal Consumers Association, Limited, has been formed, 


so the prospectus states, for the purpose of bringing the producer and 
consumer into direct business relationship. Capital, £250,000, divided 
into 20,000 six per cent. preference shares of £10 each, and 50,000 shares 
of £1 each. 





COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 


ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


APPEAL COURT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 


Date. No. 2. Kay. CHITTY. 
Monday, Feb..........-.0. 11 Mr, Jackson Mr. Leach Mr. Lavie 
RSE 12 Carrington Beal Pugh 
Wednesday ...... sueeien a Jackson Leach Lavie 
TRIO coccssecsacsvecns<cs BA Carrington Beal Pugh 
OS eee 15 Jackson Leach Lavie 
Saturday roosoccccccerscceeees 16 Carrington Beal Pugh 

Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
NORTH. STIRLING. KEKEWICH, 
Monday, Feb.......000004 11 Mr. Ward Mr. Koe Mr. Godfrey 
Tuesday .... . 12 Pemberton Clowes Rolt. 
Wednesday. Ward Koe Godfrey 
Thursday .... Pemberton Clowes Rolt 
Friday '.......0006 — Ward Koe Godfrey 
Saturday ... Pemberton Clowes Rolt 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gaszette.—FRIDAY, Feb. 1. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. : 

BERNARD CLARKE. Sons, & Co., LimiTeD.—Creditors are required, on or before 
March 4, to send their names and addresses. and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Edward Charles Russell. 109, Colmore row, Bir mingham. Tuesday. 
March 19, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts an 
claims 

DALE & Prant, LiwirEp.—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 21, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
James Walter Gibson Hill #6, Colmore row, Birmingham. Friday, March 22, 
at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

PAPER BOTTLE Co., LIMITED.—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 30, directed to 
be heard before North, J., on Feb 9. Mozley & Dennison, Eastcheap, solors 





for petners . 2 
T. H. OroaGER, Lrwitzv.—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 2%, to send 
their names and addresses. and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John 
Henry Merrett, 18, Ironmonger Jane Cheapside. Thursday, March 7, at 12, is 
appointed for hearing and .1judicating upon the debts and claims 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. - 
CRITERION Gor» MINING Co.—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 31, directed 
to be heard before Kay, J., on Saturday, Feb 9. Myers, South sq, Gray’s inn, 
solor for petners oes 
St. HELENS AND District TRAMWAYS Co.—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 
24, directed to be heard before Stirling. J..on Feb 9. Chester & Co., Bedford 
row, agents for Oppenheim & Malkin. St Helens, solors for petners 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES. 
SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. ? 
GERMAN UNITED MAsTER Hate Dressers’ BENEFIT SOCIETY, St. Paul’s Tavern, 
56, Chiswellrd. Jan 29 ’ - . 
| PRINCE Consort LODGE, G.P.A.L.O. Friendly Society, Prince Albert Inn, Cleugh 
Fold, near Manchester. Jan 29 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Feb. 9. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. ue 
ANGLO- AMERICAN Woop Carpet Co.,, LimireD.—By an order made by Kay, J., 
dated Jan 26, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Benjamin, Tele- 
graph st, Moorgate st, solor for petner -~ 
BRITISH Fax Propucess’ Co., Lrurrep.—Kay, J.. has fixed Friday, Feb 15, at 
11, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator = 
DANIEL Haywoop & Sons, Li1rep.—Stirlinz, J., has, by an order dated Nov 21, 
appointed Frederic Tohn Young, 41, Coleman st, to be official liquidator 
EBERLE’S ADELPHI HoTeL, LLANDUDNO, Co., Limirep.—Chitty, J., bas, by an 
a dated Jan 7, appointed Alired Gardner Pugh, Landudna, to be official 
iquidator 
| Economic Contract Co., LimiTED.—By an order made by Kay, J., dated Jan 26, 
it was ordered that the company be wound up. Crossman & Prichard, Theo- 
bald’s rd, agents for Duncan, North Shields, solors for petner ; 
| Fxint Coat AND CANNEL Co., Luurrgp.—Creditors are poguare’, on or before 
Feb 23, to send their names and addresses. and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Charles Ellis Jones, Ruthin, Thursday, March 14, at 11, is appointed 
for hearing an1 adjudicating upon the debts and claims ; 
| LONDON Frock Co.. Lruirep.—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 2, directed to 
be heard before North, J., on Saturday, Feb 16. Birt & Follett, Townhall 
chmbrs, Southwark, solors for petner 
| Rock WINNING Co., LuwiITED.—Creditors are required, on or before March 1, to 
| send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
William Slingsby Ogle, 90, Cannon st. Friday, Warch 8, at 12, is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicsting upon the debts and claims 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. ; 
be may FREE GARDENERS, Lodge No. 1, Craven Heiffer Inn, Halifax, York. 
an 25 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 3). 
Last Day oF CLAIM. 
London Gazette.—FRipay, Feb. 1. 

ASHTON, JOHN WILLIAM, Newton, Cheshire, Qotton Spinner. March 25, Janion 

& Hall, Manchester 
a eee CHARLES, Birmingham, Jeweller. Feb12. Parr & Hasell, Bir- 

minghan. 
BALLANCE, MARY, Downs rd, Olapton. Mareh 14. Bannister, Basinghall st 


Bassano, Puitie Henry, St Leonard’s on Sea, Gent. Feb 25. Butcher, 
Bouverie st 

CHAPLIN, RICHARD FRANCIS, Louth, Lincoln, Lieutenant Colonel. March 1. 
Falkner, Louth ; 

Conyers, Baron, Rt Hon SackviLLE GEORGE, Walmer, Kent. March 15. Darley 
& Cumberland, John st, Bedford row k } 

COURSE, ARTHUR, Hornsey. Feb 16. McKenna & Co, Basinghall st 
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CREED. 
Stroud 


CumMiInG, WILLIAM, Biggen, Durham, Farmer. March 1¢. Lisle, Durham 


WILLIAM, Stroud, Gloucester, Gent, March 31. Winterbotham & Sons, | Mason, Rev. Rr 
| 25 


CHARD WILLIAMS, Llantrisant Rectory, Anglesea, Clerk. March 
Lloyd Griffith, Holyhead 4 
Mitts, JonatHan Fiupgs, Southport. Feb 25, Openshaw, Bury 


DANIELL, GEORGE FREDERICK, Westergate, Aldingbourn. Feb28. Bowlings & PAaRKINSON, JOSEPH, Doncaster, Joiner, Aprilé, Atkinson & Son, Dancaster 


Co, Essex st, Strand 


Dew, Mary. Manor rd, Stoke Newington. March 18. 


Queen Victoria st 


Dvurrey, GEORGE HENRY, Liverpool. April 30. Mackay & Cornish, Liverpool 
Fyvans, EvAN, Swansea, Mester Mariner, April8. Stevens, Swansea 





Lickorish & Bellord, PAYNE, Davrp, Otley, York, Gent. Feb 15. Dacre, Otley 


PoLLock, Sir WILLIAM FREDERICE, Bart., Montague sq, Marchi6. Paine & Co, 
St Helen’s pl 

SHUTE, NEVILLE Hitt, Southampton, late a Colonel. March 31. Stanton & 
Bassett, Southampton 


FANty, BENNO, Warnford ct, Throgmorton st, Stock Dealer. March 11. Pyke & | Smrrson, JAMES Moore, the Common, Upper Clapton, Underwriter. April 1. 


inchin, Metal Exchange bldngs, Gracechurch 






FERGUSON 
FassEY, GEORGH FREDERICK, Cheltenham, Clerk in 
Browning. Redditch 


EMANUEL, EMANURL, Southsea, J.P. Marchi. Tatham & Co, Old Broad st 


FITZMAURICE, 
Hollams & Co, Mincing lane 

Harvey, HeENryY_MAanrtTin, Hexworthy, Lawhitton, 
Cowlard & Co, Launceston 









, JoHN CLARK, Carlisle, Es]. Feb 8 Hough, Carlisle 


st Waltons & Co, Leadenhall st E 
SMITH, CAROLINE, Brighton. Feb 28. Verrall & Borlase, Brighton 


March 15. | Srong, Marta, Ealing. March 1. Canwarden, Fore st 


SUNDERLAND, Ropert, Walshaw in Wadsworth, Halifax, Farmer. April 2. 
Sutcliffe, Hebden bridge 


Holy Orders. 


Joun (oor: T idze Well otire ‘ ai arch 2 Ti i i i 
On? oreR, Tunbridge Wells, Retired Captain. March 20. | Tyomson, ALEXANDER CLARK, Thornhill rd, Barnsbury, Licensed Victualler. 


’ 7 March 30. Howard, Gray’s inn sq 
Cornwall, Esq. March 12. | t7pypqu, HENRY, Bromley, Grocer. Feb 28. Latter & Willett, Bromley 


HicuENs, WILLIAM, the Albany, Piccadilly, Major General. March 18, Rhodes | WAKELAM, SAMUEL, Bentley Hall, nr Walsall. Marchi6. Colebourn, Walver- 
Hi | 


& Son, Skinner’s Hall, Dowgate 


JACKSON, ANN, Goole, York. Marchi, England & Son, Goole 


JOHNSTON, EUPHEMIA, MELVILLE Tunbridge Wells. 


Jonzs, GEORGE Mycocr, Salford, Merchant. Feb 28, 
LEE, THOMAS, Egley, nr Woking, Farmer. March 9. Potter & Crundwell, | 


Farnham 


Luarp. JuLIA LOVISA, Boscombe, Bournemouth. March 10. Woodhouse & Co, 


New sq, Lincoln’s inn 


Martin, STUDLEY, Liverpool, Gent. March1. Duncan & Son, Liverpool 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette—FRiDAy, Feb. 1. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

ANDERSON, JOSEPH GLOVER, Walthamstow, Beer 
Retailer High Court PetJan30 Ord Jan 30 
BAKER, JAMES FREDERICK, Kingston on Hull, Caterer 

Kingston on Hull Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 30 
BALDWIN. JOHN THOMAS, Copthorne Worth, Sussex, 
Builder Tunbridge Wells Pet Jan26 Ord Jan 26 
BARDGETT, JAMES, Blackpool, out of business Preston 
Pet Jan%9 Ord Jan 30 


BAkTON, FREDERICK, Wickwar, Gloucester, Farmer | 


High Court PetJani Ord Jan 29 
BERRY, JAMES, Preston, Paint Manufacturer Preston 
Pet Jan29 Ord Jan 29 
Bort, THomas, jun, Walsall, Staffs, Harness Fur- 
ee Manufacturer Walsall Pet Jan 14 Ord 
an 26 
Brain, Witi1am, Tipton, Staffs, Builder Dudley 
Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 26 
BucKLER, THOMAS WakRk, Southampton st, Strand, 
Solicitor High Court Pet Nov2 Ord Jan 22 
CARTER, THOMAS, and JAMES HARRISON CARTER, 
y ar Druggists Sheffield PetJan28 Ord 
Jan 28 
QLEWORTH, MARTIN INGLE, Manchester, Solicitor 
Manchester PetJan14 Ord Jan 30 
Crow, WILLIAM Epwanrp, jun. Redditch, Grocer 
Birmingham PetJan3s0 Ord Jan 30 
Davies, PHILIP, Brecon, Innkeeper Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 
Davis, ELIZABETH, Lymington, Southampton, Boot 
Seller Southampton Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 30 
DEVEY, JOSEPH, Wolverhampton, Licensed Victualler 
Wolverbampton Pet Jan28 Ord Jan 28 
Drake, Tuomas, Gorleston, Suffolk, Greengrocer Gt 
Yarmouth Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan$s 
ENGLAND, WILLIAM. Martock, Somersetshire, Car- 
penter Yeovil Pet Jan21 Ord Jan %6 
Farrer, T H, Norfolk st, Park lane High Court Pet 
Dec18 Ord Jan 26 
Foster, Henry, Mutley, Plymouth, Builder East 
Stonehous Pet Jani15 Ord Jan £0 
FRANKLIN, & A. Dunmow, Essex, Builders 
Chelmsford Pet Jani4 Ord Jan 49 
Grsps, W A, High st, Poplar, Builder High Court 
Pet Jan7 Ord Jan 30 
HAMILTON, GEORGE ALEXANDER, New Broad st, 
qaesoure Agent High Court Pet Jan 30 Ord 
an 30 
Hanson, THOMAS, Bishopsgate st Without, Account- 
ant High Court Pet Dec20 Ord Jan 30 
Haywoop, Joun, Nottingham, Cab Driver Notting- 
ham Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan29 
ILLIDGE, EBENEZER, Wolverhampton, Coal Merchant 
Wolverhampton Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 
IMPzY, JONATHAN, Holloway rd, Boot Manufacturer 
High Court PetJan29 Ord Jan 29 
LAZENBY, WIttIAM, Latchford, Cheshire, Baker 
Warrington Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 
McLAREN, PETER, Fallowfield, Lancs. Provision 
Dealer Stockport Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 
MULLOY, RoGER, Waterloo, nr Liverpool, Brewer 
_ Liverpool Pet Jan 8 Ord Jan 26 
NEWTON, BENJAMIN, Southsea, Grocer Portsmouth 
Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 | 
Owsrs, Joun, Upper Kennington lane, Butcher 
, High Court Pet Jan28 Ord Jan 28 | 
PASHBY, JOHN WILLIAM, Tynemouth, Grocer New- 
: castleon Tyne Pet Jan25 Ord Jan 30 
Port, JoHN RANDALL, Essex rd, Islington. Cheese- | 
,, longer High Court PetJan28 Ord Jan 23 
PRINCE, GEORGE ALFRED, Aston, Warwickshire, Boot 
s Dealer Walsall Pet Jan28 Ord Jan28 
PROSSER, JoHy, and GwityM Prosser. Hirwain. 
Glamorgan, Grocers Aberdare Pet Jan29 Ord 
Jan 2¢ 
RANsoN, ALBERT, Lavenham, Suffolk, Innkeeper 
Rr a weet Jan 28 Ord Jan 28 
AN, JOHN, Newington Butts, Ironmonger h 
Court Pet Janz9 Ord Jan 29 nents 
SLOPER, ALBERT Mark, Cricklade St Sampson, Wilts, 
§ Farmer Swindon Pet Jan28 Ord Jan 28 
TONE, EDWIN SAMURL, Fraser st, Chiswick, Grocers’ 
Manager Brentford PetJan30 Ord Jan 30 


hampton ’ 
WooLLricut, Henry, Dunkirk, Kent, Esq. April6. Tassell & Son, Faversham 
Feb 28, Bell, Essex st a 
Dixon, Manchester 








Norice.— Re-numbering of Victoria-street, Westminster. —Tue SaniTary 
ENGINEERING Company (established 1875), Specialists in House Drainage and 
Ventilation, &c., beg to notify that, in consequence of the compulsory re- 
numbering of the street by order of the Metropolitan Board, the number of 
their Offices and Exhibition Rooms is altered from 115 to 65, Victoriq-street, 
Westminster (facing the Town Hall).—{ADvrt.) 








Tayrtor, GEORGE, Hunslet, Leeds, Earthenware Farmer Feb 12 at 12 Off Rec, 32, High st, 
Dealer Leeds Pet Jan29 Ord Jan 29 Swindon : 
Tuorn, Ricwarp, Croydon, Builder Croydon Pet TINSLEY, WILLIAM HENRY, Sedgley, Staffs, Solicitor 
Jant5 Ord Jan 28 Feb 11 at 1015 Off Rec, Dudley 
THRUSSELL, GEORGE, New Barnet, Herts, Florist WAR, WILLIAM FREDERICK, Barnwell rd, Brixton, 
Barnet Pet Jan 28_Ord Jan 28 _ Jeweller Feb 8at1i2 53, Carey st, Lincoln's inn 
TURNER, ALEXANDER, Birmingham, Butcher Birm- WESTON, Epwin, Kidderminster, Draper Feb 16 at 
ingham Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan 28 _ 2.15 Fred Perrin, solor, Kidderminster 
WeErr, WALTERCOUPLAND Britannia st, King’s Cross, WHITLOCK, E W, Mitcham lane, Streatham, Builder 
Engineers’ Agent High Court PetJan29 Ord __ Feb t1at3 119, Victoria st, Westminster 
Jan 30 WINDLE, WILLIAM, Nelson, Lancs, Greengrocer Feb 
Weston, Epwrx, Kidderminster, Draper Kidder- ., 8at3_ Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 
minster Pet Jan23 Ord Jan 23 hes ey Re i Sussex Feb 8 at 230 33, 
at : . Linco}n’s inn 
The tolomns: ppeeed aoe P vege y= . 4 that The collowing, amended notice is substituted for that 
GUNTERHOUSEN, CHARLES. Coburg rd, Old Kent rd weehecn Ci aaa Wan Dakliccnt FP itee, 
Potaso Salesman High Court Pet Jan 15 Ord | fordshire, Blacksmith Feb 6 at 11 Ott ioe, 
“The followi led notice is substituted for that aa aceas 
e trollowing amended notice 1s subs ute or a } 4 
published in the London “ azette of Jan 26 ADJUDIOATIONS 
NEWMAN, CHARLES FREDERICK, Coddington, Here- | BAKER, JAMES FrepeErice, Kingston upon Hull, 
fordshire, Blacksmith Worcester et Jan 28 | Caterer Kingston upon Hull PetJan30 Ord 
Ord Jan 23 Jan 30 
FIRST MEETINGS. BARDGETT, JAMES, Blackpool, out of business Pres- 
ALLEN, THomas, Ashton under Lyne Feb 28 at 2 ton PetJanz9 Ord Jan 30 
Townhall, Ashton under Lyne BERRY, JAMES, Preston, Paint Manufacturer Pres- 
BELL, W. G., Green lanes. Haverstock Hill, Grocer ton Pet Jan29 Ord Jan 29 
Feb 8 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn BICKNELL, Harry. Dorking, Surrey, Harness Maker 
Berry, JAMES. Preston, Paint Manufacturer Feb 11 Croydon Pet Jan14 Ord Jan 25 
at3 County Court Offices, Winckley st, Preston | BONE, Witt1am Henry, Hulme, Manchester, Grocer 
BRAIN, WILt1AM Tipton, Stafford, Builder Feb 11 Manchester Pet Dec14 Ord Jan 30 
at 10.30 Off Rec, Dudley Bott, Tuomas, jun, Walsall. Staft-, Harness Furni- 
BRERETON, JOSHUA, Wilmslow. Cheshire, Pianoforte ture Manufacturer Walsall Pet Jan 14 Ord 
Tuner Feb 11 at12.30 Off Rec, Ogden’s chmb's, Jan 29° 
Bridge st, Manchester BRAIN, WILLIAM, Tipton, Staffs, Builder Dudley 
Brown, JoHN, and ALFRED Brown. Aldershot, Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 
Grocers Feb 11 at 280 Victoria Hotel, Alder- | DAvies, Puitir, Brecon, Innkeeper Merthyr Tydfil 
shot Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 
CHECKLEY. ALFRED ERNEST, Leicester, Tailor Feb | DAvis. ELizaAbnETH, Lymington, Southampton, Boot 
8at1230 Off Rec, 28, Friar lane, Leicester Seller Southampton Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 
CorpEUX-Ruys, FREDERICK, and ALBERT Bruce | DRAKE. THomas, Gorlestoa, Suffolk, Greengrocer 
Bepkiis, Tottenham Court rd, Manufacturing Gt Yarmouth Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan 23 
Confectioners Feb 8 at12 Bankruptcy bldngs, Fartas, Cuartes, and JoHN Fatias, Wakefield, 
Lincoln’s inn Cabinet Makers Wakefield Pet Jan 15 Ord 
DoRIN, CHARLES ALEXANDER, Cornhill, Stock Dealer | __ Jan 30 : 
FebS8 ati1 33, Carey st, Lincoln's inn Frost, WALT&R. Bromley, Dairy Manager Croydon 
ENGLAND, WILLIAM, Martock, Somerset, Carpenter Pet Jan8 Ord Jan 25 
Feb 9 at 12 Three Choughs Hotel, Yeovil GILLETT, HarRIeT Marra, Endsleigh st, Actress 
Fotzry, W1Lu1AM, Old Hill, Stafford, Painter Feb 11 High Court Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 30 
at10 Off Rec, Dudley GOULDSTONE, CHARLES JAMES, Lisson grove, Maryle- 
Gaywoop, JAMES HARVEY. Hatfield Peverel, Essex, bone, Publican High Court Pet Jan % Ord 
Dealer Feb 9at1.80 Shirehall, Chelmsford Jan 28 
GEE, CHARLES FREDERICK, Dover, Carpenter, Feb HatHaway, Epwin, Hay, Breconshire, Innkeeper 
14 at 11.30 Mowll & Mowll, Castle st, Dover Hereford Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 20 — 
HIL1s,. CHARLES GEORGE, Wye, Kent, Hotel Keeper | Haywoop, Jonn, Nottingham, Cab Driver Notting- 
Feb 12 at 11 Mowll & Mowil, Bank st, Ashfor ham Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 
Hooper, WItu1AM. Little Glenham. Suffolk, Clerk in | JONES, Ernest WILLIAM, Hastings, Bootmaker 
Holy Orders Feb 8 ut 12.15 Otf Rec, Ipswich Hastings Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 30 , 
KELVIE. WILLIAM, New Charlton, Kent, Steam Saw Laws, THoMAS BRIGNELL, Church ct, Clement’s lane, 
Mill Proprietor Feb 11 at 12 119, Victoria ss, Secretary to a Company Croydon Pet Jan 21 
Westminster Ord Jan 29 “ 
KINDER, FRANK, Catfield, Norfolk, Gent Feb9at12| McLaren, Peter, Fallowfield, Lanes, Provision 
Otf Rec, 8, King st, Norwich | Dealer Stockport Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 
KLEIN, CHARLES, King’s rd, Fulham, Manager toa NICHOLLS, JonN LaTEWooD, Halesowen, worgee, 
Baker FebSati12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s out of business Stourbridge Pet Jan 23 0. 


inn | Jan 28 " 
KRAUSE, Francis Ett, and Emit ALbert Frepericx | Owers, JOHN, Upper Kennington lane, Butcher 
KRAUSE, Birkdale, Lancashire, Artists Feb 12 at High Court Pet Jan28 Ord Jan 30 


Prince, GEORGE ALFRED, Aston, Warwickshire, 
LAMDEN, WILLIAM, Chieveley, Berks, Coal Merchant | Boot Dealer Walsall Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan 30 
Feb 13at3 Few & Dreweatt’s, Newbury | Prosser, JOHN, and GwILyM PRossER, ain, 
MorGAan, Ropert, Blackfriars rd, Oilman Feb 8 at Glam, Grocers Aberdare Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 
2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln's inn Ranson, ALBERT, Lavenham, Suffolk, Innkeeper 
OLDBURY, JONATHAN, the younger, Nottingham, Boot Colchester Pet Jan22 Ord Jan 30 
Dealer Feb 9 at 12 Off Rec, 1, High pymnt, | RENNOLDSON, James, Stockton on Tees, Farmer 
Nottingham Stockton on Tees Pet Jan26 Ord Jan 26 
RANSON, ALBERT, Lavenham, Suffolk, Innkeeper | SLOPER, ALBERT MARK, Cricklade St Sampson, Wilts, 
Feb 12 at 10.30 Townhall, Volchester Farmer Swindon Pet Jan28 Ord Jan 28 
SANKEY, HERBERT TRITTON, Canterbury, Solicitor | STERNBERG, JOSEPH, Wolverhampton, Paper Heng- 
nee a 2 Auction Mart, St Margaret’s st, ing eae Wolverhampton Pet Jan 2 Ord 
Janterbury an 
SLEIGH, JosEPH, ard Wint1aAM HAwLey, Walsall, TayLor, Grorce, Hunslet, Leeds, Earthenware 
Stattordshire, Saddlers’ Ironmongers Feb 11 at Dealer Leeds Pet Jan 29 Ord Jap 3 
11.80 George Hotel, Walsall THRUSSELL, Ga0eeh,, Ney Doras, fordshire, 
SLOPER, ALBERT Mark, OCrickladeSt Sampson, Wilts, Florist Baraect Pet Jan 28 Jan 28 


3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
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TURNER, ALEXANDER, Birmingham, Butcher Birm- 
ingham Pet Jan28 Ord Jan 30 
WEIR, WALTER COUPLAND, Britannia st, King’s Cross, 
——w s Agent High Court PetJan29 Ord 
an 3 
Weston, Epwin, Kidderminster, Draper Kidder- 
minster Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 
WitiiaMs, Epmusp, Cardiff, Carpenter 
P+t Jant4 Ord Jan 28 
The following amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette, Jan. 25. 
NEWMAN, CHARLES FREDERICK, Coddington, Here- 
, ll Blacksmith Worcester Pet Jan 23 Ord 
an 2 
bnite Gazette.—TUESDAY, Feb. 5. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
AUCKLAND, JOHN. Gateshead, Fruiterer Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet Feb? Ord Feb 2 
AUSTIN, JOSIAH, Deritend, Birmingham, Galvanized 
Hollow Ware Manufacturer Birmingham Pet 
Jani17 Ord Jan 31 
Bartry, THOMAS, Rochdale, Dealer 
Oldham Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 
Bates, WiLL1AM NortTH, Liverpool, Auctioneer's 
Manager Birkenhead PetJan 31 Ord Jan 31 
Brown, Joun, Tintern. Monmouthshire, Mason 
Newport, Mon Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 
Browne, Henry GerEorGR, Toryuay, Fishmonger 
Exeter Pet Feb1 Ord Feb1 
CaTT, JOSEPH, Sittingbourne, Kent, Grocer Rochester 
Pet Feb1 Ord Feb1 
Corpon, HENRY, Nottingham, Plumber Nottingham 
Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 
Covutson, HARRY BLENKINSOPP, Edinburgh mansions, 
Victoria st, Actor High Court PetJan31 Ord 
an 31 
CHARLES Nottingham, 
et Feb2 Ord Feb 2 
EsBeasGER, JOSEPH COUPLAND, Lincoln, Joiner 
coln Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 
FARRANCE, FRAYELYN, Eastbourne, Veterinary Sur- 
geon Eastbourne Pet Feb1 Ord Feb1 
Francis WILLIAM, Southsea, Tailor Portsmouth 
Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 1 
FRrEITaG, HERMANN, HERMANN RICHARD LEO FREI- 
TAG, and EDWARD ALBERT FRANK FREITAG, King 
st. Tower Hill, Tailors High Court Pet Feb 1 
Ord Feb 1 
GARDINER, JOHN. Gt Yarmouth, Cabdriver 
mouth Pet Febi1 Ord Feb1 
GomM, HERBERT ERNEST, St Albans, 
St Albans Pet Febi Ord Feb1 
Guppy, JUSTINIAX, Cheltenham, Tailor Cheltenham 
Pet Feb1 Ord Febt 
HAINES, JOSEPH FRANK, Gosport, Hants, 
Portsmouth Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 
Hapgris, JOHN, Cardiff, Lodging house 
Cardiff PetJan3t Ord Jan 31 
HawEIns, JOHN. Fenton, Staffs, Grocer Stoke upon 
Trent Pet Jan29 Ord Jan 29 
Haytxs, Ropert Epwin, Newport, I. W., Butcher 
Newport Pet Feb1 Ord Feb1 
HoppDER, CHARLES VAGG, Broadmayne, nr Dorchester, 
Butcher Dorchester Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 
KELLETT, JOHN, Penrith. Cumberland, General 
Dealer Carlisle Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 
KING, ALFRED GEORGE, Edith villas, West Kensing- 
ton, Timber Merchant’s Clerk Wandsworth Pet 
Jan5 Ord Jan 31 
KIRKHAM, WALTER SCATTERGOOD, Moss Side, nr 
Manchester, Dealer in Berlin Wool Salford Pet 
Jan 31 Ord Feb1 
LAWRENCE, WILLIAM, Leyton, Retailer of Beer High 
Court Pet Dec28 Ord Feb 1 
LUMSDEN, HARRIET ISABELLA, Burbage, nr Buxton, 
Fishmcnger Stockport Pet Jan22 Ord Feb1 
MILEs, JAMES, the younger, Lowestoft, Twine- 
spinner Gt Yarmouth Pet Jan3t Ord Jan 31 
MogkIs, ALFRED TOMPKINS, Heywood, Lancs, 
Accountant Bolton PetJan 31 Ord Jan 31 
NICHOL, JaM&S AYLING, Crisp st, Poplar, Wholesale 
Confectioner High Court Pet Jan 31 
Pert, FEutx, Ridley rd, 
Court Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 19 
Puipps, HERRY, King’s rd, Chelsea, no occupation 
High Court Pet Jani17 Ord Feb1 
SANDERSON, JARVIS. Sheffield, Publican Sheffield 
Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 1 
SCHMITTEN, PAUL, do gate, no occupation 
High Court Pet Aug 2 Ord Dec6 
SKUFFHAM, Hakry. Eye, Suffolk, Builder Ipswich 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 
STUDLEY, WILLIAM, Feniton, Deyon, Farmer Exe- 
ter Pet Jan 30° Ord Jan 30 
TAYLor, JOHN WILLIAM, Oldham, Agent Oldham 
Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb 2 
TWEDDELL, ROBERT, Heaton, Newcastle on Tyne, 
7g Newcastle on Tyne Pet Jan 19 Ord 


Cardiff 


Earthenware 


Cox. Grocer Nottingham 


Lin- 


Gt Yar- 


Ironmonger 


Grocer 


Manager 


Dalston, Merchant High 


Jan 
Vv my i Framlingham, Suffolk, Physician 


Ipswich Pet Febi Ord Feb1 

WARING, St BEWICE, Cologne rd. en Junction, 
Secretary to a Club Wandsworth Pet Jan 8 
Ord Jan 31 

WESTRAY, ROBINSON, and CHARLES JOHN COPELAND, 
Barrow in urness, Engineers Barrow in 
Furness Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 1 

Wuits, THomas, Hemyock, Sore, Baker Taunton 

et Feb 2 Ord Fe 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
a JOHN, Gateshead, Fruiterer Feb 16 at 
Off Rec! Pink lane. Newcastle on Tyne 

prey JOSIAH, Deritend, Birmingham, Galvanized 
Holiow-ware Manufacturer Feb 14at3 25, Col- 
more row. Birmingham 

BalLEy, THOMAS, a eiewwere Dealer 
Feb 14 at 3.30 Townhall, Rochdale 

BALDWIN, JOHN THOMAS, Copthorne Worth, Sussex, 
: — Feb 13at12 Bankruptcy bldngs, Lin- 

0) 


Ord Feb | 








ay Witt1Mm NoktaH, Liverpool, Auctioneer’s 
Manager Keb13 at2 Off Rec, 48, Hamilton sq, 
Birkenhead 

Bonson, Wutu1aM, Barnsley. Yorks, Brewers’ 
Traveller Feb 14 at 11 Off Rec, 1, Hanson st, 
Barnsley 

Bott, THoMAS, jun, Walsall, Staffordshire, Harness 
Furniture Manufacturer’ Feb 13 at 11.15 Off Rec, 
Walaall 

BROWNE, HENRY GEORGE, 
Feb 15at11 The Castle, Exeter 

BupGe, Davip CLARKE, Barnsley, 
mercial Clerk Feb 14 at 10 Off Rec, 
Barnsley 

BULLEN, JOHN, 


Torquay, Fishmonger 
Yorks, Com- 
1, Hanson st, 

Eltisley, Cambridgeshire, Farmer 
Feb 14 at 11 8, Ss Paul’s sq, Bedford 

CARTER. THOMAS, and JAMES HARRISON CARTER, 
Sheffield, Druggists Feb 14 at 3 Otf Rec, Figtree 
In, Sheffield 

CATT, JOSEPH, Sittingbourne, Kent, Grocer Feb 15 
at 11.30 Off Rec, High st, Rochester 

CHAPMAN, EDWIN LkVER, Idol In, Gt Tower st, Wine 
Merchant Febi12ati2 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
inn 

DAVIS, ELIZABETH, Lymington, Southampton. Boot 
Seiler Feb 13 at 11 Off Rec, 4, Kast st, Southamp- 


ton 

DRAKE, THOMAS, Gorleston, Suffolk, Greengrocer 
Feb 16 at 11.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

EverTON, ROBERT. Old Swan. nr Liverpool, Outfitter 
Feb 13 at3 Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Exton, WILLIAM WALTER. and ALFRED GEORGE 
Burton, irkbeck rd. Kingsland, Builders Feb 
13at11 Bankruptcy bldgs. Lincoln’s inn 

Frost, Enwarp,.Sunbury, Middlesex, Grocer Feb 
12at12 18 Room, 30, St Swithin’s lane 

GADSDEN, WuLtiaAM, Toddington, Bedfordshire, 
Farmer Febi2at3 Elephant and Castle Hotel, 
Linslade, Buckinghamshire 

GARDINER. JOHN, Gt Yarmouth, Cab Driver Feb 16 
ati12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

GomMM, HERBERT ER NEST, St Albans, Ironmonger 
Feb 15 at 12.20 Ewen & Roberts, Outer Temple, 
Strand 

Grovs, MATTHEW, King’s Norton, Worcestershire, 
=— Feb 13 ati11 25, Colmore row, Birming- 
1am 

Guppy, JUSTINIAN, Cheltenham, Tailor Feb 14 at 
4.15 County Court Office. Cheltenham 

HAINES, JOSEPH FRANK, Camden Town, (Gosport, 
Grocer Feb 18 ati2 166, Queen st, Portsea 

HAWEESWOOD, ALFRED, sen, Birmingham, Fruiterer 
Feb 13 at3 25. Colmore row, Birmingham 

HAWEINS, JOHN, Fenton, Staffs, Grocer Feb 14 at 10 
Otf Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 

HAYES, ROBERT EpwIn, Newport, IW, Butcher 
Feb 13 at3 Holyrood chbrs, Newport, IW 

Haywoop. JOHN, Nottingham, Cab Driver Feb 12 at 
11 Off Rec, 1, High pavement, Nottingham 

HILLMAN, JAMES, Aldrington, Sussex, Baker Feb 12 
atiz Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

HonpGE, PHILIP, Southborough, Kent, Pork Butcher 
Feb 14 at2 Spencer & Reeves, Mount Pleasant, 
Tunbridge Wells 

HuGues WILLIAM, Beguildy, Radnor, Farm3r Feb 
18ati2 Norton Arms Hotel, Knighton 

Hunt, Harry, Newington green, Engineer Feb 12 
ati2 Bankruptcy b'dgs, Lincoln’s inn 

KELLET, JOHN, Penrith, Cumberland, 
Dealer Feb 18 at 12.30 Off Kec, 
Carlisle 

LAMBERT, GEORGE, Lord’s Cricket Ground, Pro- 
fessional Tennis Player Feb 14 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Lincoln’s ian 

LAws, THOMAS BRIGNELL, Church ct, Clement's lane, 
Sec retary to a Company Feb 14 at 3 119, Vic- 
toria st, Westminster 

LEvy, JOSEPH SOLOMON, 
Clocks Feb14atil 
inn 

LUTON, GEORGE, Chrisp st, Poplar, Greengrocer 
Feb 12at12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

MATTHEWS. WILLIAM, Chickester, Kutcher Feb 12 at 
2 Dolphin Hotel, Chichester 

McLAREN, PETER, Fallowfield. Lancs, Provision 
Dealer Feb 15at11.30 Off Rec, County chmbrs, 
Market pl, Stockport 

MILEs, JAMEs, jun, Lowestoft. TwineSpioner Feb 16 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwic. 
MORRIS, ALFRED ToMPEKINS, Heywood, Lancs, 
Accountant Febi18at 11 16, Wood st. Bolton 
MORRISON, JAMEs, Barnsley, Wholesale Fruit Mer- 
chant Feb 14 at 10.30 Off Rec, 1, Hanson st, 
Barnsley 

NEWTON, BENJAMIN, Southsea, Grocer Feb 18 at 3 
166, Queen st, Portsea 

NICHOLLS, JOHN LATEWARD. Halesowen, Worcester- 
shire, out of business Feb 12at2 Talbot Hotel, 
Stourbridge 

NICHOLSON, FRANCIS REGINALD, Penzance, Cornwall, 
Boot Dealer Feb 12at12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, 
Truro 

PASHBY, JOHN WILLIAM, Tynemouth, Grocer Feb 
13 at 10.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 

PAYNTER, WILLIAM, Wadebridge, Cornwall, Saddler 
Feb 12 at ‘. Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Perry, J E, Nottiogham st, Scstchene, Retired 
Captain Feb 13atit 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

PRINCE, GEORGE ALFRED, Aston, Warwickshire, Boot 
Dealer Feb 13 at 10.45 Off Rec, Walsall 

Suaw, ALBERT ROLAND, Bartholomew lane, Financial 
Agent Febi2ati1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal 
st, Linculn’s inn fields 

SKUFFHAM, HARRY, rue Suffolk, Builder Feb 12 
at 12.15, Off Rec, Ipswich 

STUDLEY, WILLIAM, Feniton, Devon, Farmer Feb 13 
at 11 The Castle, Exeter 

TaYLor. GEORGE, Hunslet. Leeds, Earthenware 
Dealer Feb12at11 Off Res 22, Park row, —— 

TUCKER, WILLIAM Epwakrp, Thavies inn, Holbo 


General 
34, Fisher st, 


Barbican. Importer of 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln's 


circus, Watch Agent Febit2atit Ban 
bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields ante 

TWRDDELL, ROBERT, Heaton. Newcastle on Tyne 
Builder Feb 14 at 2.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, New- 

y caste a Tyne r 

ERNON, WILLIAM. Framlingham, Suffolk, Physi 

Feb 12atit Off Rec, Ipswich tees: 

WARNER, ISAAc, Bromley, Baker Feb 13 at 12 33 
Carey st, Linvoln’s inn . 

WRIGHT, HENRY Fox, Cardiff, Agent Feb 12 at 3 
Off Ree, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

YEATES, JAMES, lvydale rd, Nunhead, Grocer Feb 13 
at 230 33, Carey st. Lincoln’s inn fields 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

ALLEN, THomas. Ashton under Lyne Ashton under 
syne Pet Jan24 Ord Jan 29 

ANDERSON, JOSEPH GLOVER, Walthamstow, Beer 
Retailer High Court PetJan30 Ord Feb 2 

BaILey, THomas, Rochdale, parthenware Dealer 
Oldham Pet Jan 29 Ord Feb 2 

Bonk, JOHN, the younger, 9 nr wr 
eee Kingston, Surrey Pet ‘Jan 24 Ord 
Jan 29 

BROWN. JOHN, Tintern, Monmouth, Mason New- 
port, Mon Pet Feb? Ord Feb2 

BROWNE. HENRY ‘+EORGE, Ra Fishmonger 
Exeter Pet Febi1 Ord F 

CARTER, Ta@omas, and ae Hansson CARTER, 
Sheffield, Druggist Sheffield Pet Jan 28 Ord 


Jan 31 

CaTT, JOSEPH, Sittingbourne, Kent, Grocer Rochester 
Pet Febi1 Ord Feb1 

Co pon, HENRY, Nottingham, Plumber Nottingham 
Ord Feb2 Ord Feb 2 

Cox, CHARLES. esters, Grocer Nottingham 
Pet Feb2 Ori Feb2 

ESBERGER, JOSEPH COUPLAND, Lincoln, Joiner Lin. 
coln PetJan3i Ord Jan 31 

GARDINER, JOHN, Great wont Cabdsiver Great 
Yarmouth Pet Febi Ord Feb 

Guppy, JUSTINIAN, Cheltenham, Tailor Cheltenham 
Pet Febt Ord Feb1 

HAINES, JOSEPH FRANK, Gosport, Hampahire, Grocer 
Portsmouth Pet Jan 30 OrdJan x 

HAMILTON, GKORGE ALEXANDER, Wow Broad st, 
. hee Agent High Court Pet Jan30 Ord 

an 30 

Hawkins, JOHN, Fenton, Staffordshire, 
Stoke upon Trent Pet Jan29 Ord Jan 29 

HEAD, JOHN. Lingfield, Surrey, Farmer Tunbridge 
Wells Pet Dec20 Ord Jan 29 

HonpGE, PHILIP. Southborough, Kent, Pork 5 Batch 
Tunbri¢ ige Wells Pet Jan 25 OrdJan 30 

Hoaa, James, Lovell’s ct, Paternoster row, Publisher 
High Court Pet Jaa3 Ord Feb 2 


ILLIDGE, EBENEZER, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Coal 
= Wolverhampton Pet Jan 29 Ord 
‘eb1 


Jackson, THomMas MaTrHEW, Kingston upon Hull, 
out of business Kingston upon Hull Pet Jan 12 
Ord Jan 31 

KELLET. JOHN, Penrith, Cumberland, General Dealer 
Carlisle Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 

LAKE, WILLIAM WELLINGTON, Walthamstow, Sur. 
geon High Court Pet Dec6é Ord Jan 31 

MILEs, JAMES, the younger, Lowestoft, Twine Spin-« 
ner Gt Yarmouth Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 3t 

Morris, ALFRED TOMPKINS, Heywood, Lanes, 
Accountant Bolton Pet Jan31 Ord Feb2 

PasHBY, JOHN WILLIAM, Tynemouth, Grocer 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Jan25 Ord Feb 2 

Pike. FREDERICK R., Fopstoae rd, Earls Court 
High Court Pet Oct 22 Ord Feb 2 

Port, JOHN RANDALL, Essex rd, Islington, Cheese- 
monger High Court Pet Jan28 Ord Feb2 

SANDERSON, JARVIS, Sheffield, Publican Sheffield 


Grocer 





Pet Feb1 Ord Feb1 
| Saree ALBERT, Leloester, Confectioner Leicester 
GEORGE, Clare, Sutfolk, Saddler 


Jan2t Ord Jan 30 

| SouTHEY, JOHN 

| Cambridge Pet Jan5 Ord Jan 30 

| StuDLEY, WILLIAM, Feniton, Devon, Farmer Exeter 
Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 30 

TAYLOR, JOHN Med my Oldham, Agent Oldham 
Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 

TOWNSEND, THOMAS, oma SAMUEL GREGORY Scak- 
BOROUGH, Leicester. Boot Manufacturers Lei- 
cester PetJan7 OrdJan 18 


TWEDDELL, KoBERT, Heaton, Newcastle on Tyne, 
Builder Newcastle on Tyne Pet Jan 19 Ord 


2 

VERNON, WILLIAM, Framlingham, Suffolk, Physician 
Ipswich Pet Feb 1 Ord Feb1 

WADE, SAMUEL FRANE Harsleden, Printer High 
Court Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 3 

WATSON, GEORGE, and WILLIAM WILsoN FERGUSON, 
Gateshead, General Wood Sarees Newcastle 
on bet R .: Oct 3 Ord Feb 

ANKRUPTCIES AN NULLED. 

EATON, Jaam Tottenham ct rd, Tailor High Court 
Adjud Aug 21, 1886 Annul Jan 31 

MILLER, GEORGE 'HAINEs, Telegraph st, Stockbroker 
_ High Court Adjud May 14, 1886 Annul Feb1 
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